DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 275 064 EA 018 914
AUTHOR Peterson, Ken; Kauchak, Don -
TITLE Career Ladders and Teacher Incentives: The Utah

Experiment. Part 1I1: Case Studies. Final Report:
Secretary's Discretionary Program Implementation
Grant to Develop Teacher Incentive Structures.

INSTITUTION Utah Univ., Salt Lake City. Dept. of Educational
Studies.

SPONS AGENCY Department of Education, Washington, DC.

PUB DATE 1l Jun 86

GRANT G008410033

NOTE 308p.; A collaborative implementation effort among
the University of Utah Department of Educational
Studies and the Park City, Granite, Nebo, and Rich
School Districts (Utah). For implementation report,
see EA 018 913.

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143) --
Tests/Evaluation Instruments (160)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC13 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Administrator Role; *Career Ladders; Case Studies;
Educational Innovation; Elementary Secondary
Education; *Employer Employee Relationship; Faculty
Development; *Incentives; Inservice Teacher
Education; Job Enrichment; Rewards: School District
Autonomy; *Teacher Attitudes; *Teacher Evaluation;
Teacher Motivation; *Teacher Promotion

IDENTIF1ERS *Utah

ABSTRACT .
This volume, the second of two reports orn development

of teacher incentive structures, presents case studies of a career
ladder design and teacher evaluation experiment in four Utah school
districts. Case studies examined relationships among career ladder
features, process variables, and career ladder effectiveness, which
is defined in terms of teacher acceptance. The document coantains six
chapters--one on study background, four that describe the four case
studies, and one on results and recommendations; appendices contain
the study instruments and other supplementary matorials. Case studies
wvere conducted in districts with autonomy in plan design and
implementation. Investigation involved content analysis, interviews
with 160 teachers, and questionnaires administered to 204
respondents. Findings include the following: (1) a conmnection existed
between teacher involvement and positive attitudes toward career
ladders; (2) communication breakdown correlated negatively with
teacher understanding and acceptance; (3) new role demands adversely
affected acceptance; (4) administrator involvement related to smooth
functioning; {5) teacher involvement developed acceptance; and (6)
meeting teachers' needs brought positive reactions. Recommendations
concern (1) teacher involvement in all planning phases; (2)
development of planned inservice and communication efforts; (3)
making the system compatible with career orientations; (4) meeting
teachers' diverse needs; and (5) considering merits of decentralized
approaches to career ladders. (CJH)




/FINAL REPORT: SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY PROGRAM
IMPLEMENTATION GRANT TO DEVELOP TEACHER INCENTIVE STRUCTURES/

U.S. Department of Education Grant # G008410033

CAREER LADDERS AND TEACHER INCENTIVES:

=+ THE UTAH EXPERIMENT
g PART II: CASE STUDIES
P

N~

@V

Q o"t:JA‘S.FgIEPATENT OF 'E‘Dnudcll':lou .
w EDUCA HONALC‘;ENﬁ’gg F?EEE:’INFORMATION

This document has been reproduced as
recewed from the person or Orgamzation
nginating it
O Minor changes have been made 10 improve
reproduction quaihty

® Points of view or OpiNIOnS stated in this docu-
ment do not necessanly represent otficial
OERI position or pohcy

Ken Peterson, Ph.D., Principal Investigator
Don Kauchak, Ed.D., Principal Investigator

June 1, 1986

N BEST COPY AVAILABLE




TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER ONE--BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY
Introduction
Method

CHAPTER TWO--SNOW DISTRICT CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY
General Description
The Career Ladder Plan
Structural Features of The Plan
Teacher Perceptions of The Systenm
Questionnaire Data Summary--Snow Diatrict
Snow District Questionnaire Data

CHAPTER THREE--RURAL DISTRICT CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT CASE
STUDY

General Description

The Career Ladder Plan

Structural Features of The Plan

Teacher Peroceptions of The Sysien

Questionnaire Data Summary--Rural District

Rural District Questionnaire Data

CHAPTER FOUR--URBAN DISTRICT CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY
General Description
The Career Ladder Plan
Structural Features of The Plan
Teacher Perceptions of The Systenm

CHAPTER FIVE--SUBURBAN DISTRICT CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT CASE
STUDY
General Description
The Career Ladder Flan
Interview Questions Asked in All Three Schools
Structural Features of The Elementary School Plan
The Elementary School Career Ladder Plan: Teacher
Perceptions
Questionnaire Date Summary--Suburban District Elementary
School
Suburban District Elementary School Questionnaire Data
Structural Features of The Middle School Plan
The Middle School Career Ladder Plan: Teacher Perceptions
Questionnaire Data Summary--Suburban District Middle School
Suburban District Middle School Questionnaire Data
Structural Features of The High School plan
The High School Career Ladder Plan: Teacher Perceptions
Questionnaire Data Summary--Suburban District High School
Suburban District High School Questionnairc Data



CHAPTER S5IX--CROSS SITE ANALYSIS
Rezults
Sunmery and Discusaion
Recommendations

REFERENCES

APPENDICES



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Four district level case studies were conducted to
investigate the relationship between career ladder structural
feutures, process variables, and career ladder effectiveness.
Career ladder effectiveness in this study was defined in terms of
teacher acceptance and satisfaction.

The case studies were conducted in the state of Utah which
has chosen &a decentralized approach to career ladders. The
districts were provided with maximal local autonomy in the design
and implementation of their career ladder plan. These case
studies, conducted in the <first year of Utah’s experiment,
involved content analysis of plans, interviews with 160 teachers
in schools, and the administration of questionnaires to 204
respondentsa,

Major findings included the following: 1) There was a strong
positive connection between teacher involvement and positive
attitudes toward career ladders. 2) Communication breakdown was a
major problem and thus correlated negatively with teacher
understznding andbacceptance of the plans. 3) The complexity of
the plans and new role demands placed on teachers were found to
negatively correlate with teacher acceptance. 4) Administrator
involvement was positively related to smooth functioning systems.
S> The absence of quotas and the opportunity for broad teacher
involvement in the career ladder plans were positively linked to

acceptarnce. 6) Flexibility of the plans in meeting the diverse
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needs of all teachers was positively associated with positive
teacher reactions.

Recommendations from the study included the followirnig: 1)
High teacher involvement in all phases of career ladder planning,
implementation and evaluation; 2) Planned inservice efforts to
help teachers become knowledyeable in the features and options
available in the plan; The design of career ladder systems that
are both simple and compatible with the basic career orientation
of teachers, which is teaching; <) Flexibility in meeting the
diverse roles of the broad spectrum of teachers:; aﬁd S5) A
consideration of the merits of decentralized approaches to career

ladder design and implementation.
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CHAPTER (ONE

Background to the Study

In 1983 the same educational reform fever wnich was
aimmering nationally also developed in Utah. A number of key
leaders and groups in the state helped focus public and politicail
attention on the need to improve the schools through attempts to
improve the teaching profession (Kauchak, 1984). Utah, a strongly
Republican state, had been interested in thes reiated ic s of
merit pay for teachers and teacher-incentive plans since the
early 1950’s (Schmidt, 1984)>. 1In 1953 the legislature passed
House Bill Eleven which authorized funds for experimentation with
compersation plans based on performance. Initially three
districts were funded tc experiment with merit pay plans: later
two more were added. EZach district was responsible for defining
*good teaching,*" developing a system to measure it, and
implementing that system to determine meriiorious teachers.

Although funded until 1960, when tne lagislature failed to
continue funding for it. the experimeatai merit pay project had
several problems (Schmidt, 1984). The first was politicai: the
legislature had not been kept well informed of the project’s
status. Probably a more fundamental problem was methodoiogical:
districts had neither the expertise nor resources to successiully
disferentiate between gqooc and excellent teacners. High
administrative costs were one syxptom of this problem.

In 1984, the iltanh liegislature., fueled py a rnumper of

national and local reports again turned its attention to the 1dea
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of perfecrmance-based merit pay. In an analysis of the <factors
which contributed to the wultimate form of House Biil 110,
researchers focused on forces both outside and within the state
(Campbell et al, 1984).

Outside the state., probably the most influential force was
the 1983 report of the National Committee on Excellence 1in
Education entitled, A NKation at Risk. This report called
attention +to the low status of the teaching profession and
problems involved in attracting and holding superior teachers.
Among its =any recommendations were that teachers’ saiaries
should be increased, professionally competitive, and perrormance
based.

Also instrumental in influencirg the direction of career
ladders in the staie was a visit to the state by Governor Lamar
Alexander from the state of Tennessee. This state had taxen a
leadership position in the creation of career ladders, and
Alexander’s visit to Utah helped channei reform fervor into
concrete proposals for career liadders.

Proof of public interest in reform came from a publiic
opinion poll publiished in August, 1983, in the Deseret News, one
of the two largest newspapers in Utah. This poll indicated that
71 percent  of +the Utah citizenry either stronglvy favored or
somewhat favored increasing taxes to improve the scnhnools. Tnis
w3as 1n strong contrast to the 1970s when fiscally conservative
voters turned down a number of school related tax referenda
(Campbell et al. 19845 . Newspaper ecitorials as weli as

commentaries on radio and television underscored the rate’s

inTterest and committment to some form of reformn.
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Probably the dccument most infliuential in translating <this
sentiment 1into concrete suggestions for career ladders was the

Utah Education Reform Steering Committee’s November 1983

report were a number of educational reforms including 1i1ncreased
funding for higher education, scholarsnips for teachers in pubiic
educataion. productivity studies and 41.4 million dollars tor
career ladders (Campbell et al, 1984).

The career ladder recommendations in this report called for
& state-wide system with four levels, beginning with ainitiai
certification and progressing through the 4th level of teacher
leader. C(Criteria for progression through each level included tne

foliowang:
performance and evaluation of knowledge of subject matter.
student achievement,
classroom management techniques.
experience,
lavel of education, and
assumption of extra responsibilities

There were salary increases called for, ranging irom S$1io.000
to Si7,835 for beginning teachers to $25,000 to S34,900 for
teacher leaders. In acdition to additionel responsibilities. the

option of a lengthened school contract year was also introduced.

making the top salary for level four $S43,600. It 15 signirficant

i0
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that the final bill, House Bill 110, contained provisions for a
lengthened contract vyear and additional responsibilities, in
addition to the idea of rewarding teachers for meritorious
service.

Other wsgencies and people 1n the state influentiai in
focusing public and legislative interest on career jladders
included the Govenor’s office, & coalition of school district
superintendents, college deans of @ducation and state otffice of
education personnel, the state Society of Superlntendents. the
School Board Association, and the State Office of Education. The
only major non-education group opposing the bill waes the Utah
Taxpayers Association, which fought the bill because of the
possibility of higher taxes (Campbell et al, 1984).

Within the educational community, major opposition to the
idea and wultimately to House Bill 110 canme from the Utah
Education Association (UEA). Their resistance centered around the
following issues: 1> the linking of career ladders to merit pay.,
2> the conceptual unclarity of the idea. 3) teacher resistance
and 4) the lack of adequate evaluation technigues to piace
teachers on the ladder (Campbell et al, 1984>. Though thear
resistance did not kill the bill. their pressure was instrumental
in the 1insertion of a provision which would allow districts to
aliocate up to S50% of their career ladder funds for extended
contract days for all teachers. The argument made by UEA i1in thais
regard was that all teachers in the state were deservang of

increased compensation.
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House Bill 110: The Utah Career Ladder Bill

The final document that emerged from the Utah legislature
was a8 five page bill which in essence authorized $15,258,937 for
district-based career ladder systems. The bill was to be
administered by the State Office of Education and funded S866 per
teacher in the state. (This was an average figure that ranged
from $770 in one distract to 5912 in another.)

The authorization of the bill reads as follows:

The legislature recognizes the importance of re-
warding educators who strive to improve the qualaty
of education, of providing incentives for educators
employed by the public schools to continu: to pursue
excellence in education, of rewarding educsacors who
demonstrate the achievement of excellence, and of
Properly compensating educators who assume addation-
al educational responsibilities.

In order to achieve these goals and to provide
@ducators with increased opportunities for pro-
fessicnal growth, school districts are authorized
and encouraged to develop career ladder programs.

The key component of House Bill 110 was that the design,
implementation, and evaluation of the career ladders was to be a
district rather than a state function. The reasons for this were
probaply as much political as pragmatic. From a politicai
perspective, the state has a long history of decentralized
district autonomy. Pragmatically, the task of designing a sta%e-
wide system which would accomodate all the diverse educational
units in the state was immense (Utah’s 40 school districts range
in type Ifrom wurpan to rural and in size from one with 193

students and three schools to one with 62,129 students and &1

schools).
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Other key components of the bill were that at least half of
the career ladder funds were to be spent on career laddgers
(rathar than extended teacher calendar days) and that the State
Office of Education was responsible for the design and
impiementation of the career ladder standards.

Key standards developed by the State Office of Education
included the following:

--Career ladder programs should be developed with cooper-
ative action among teachers, parents, school administra-
tors, and local school boards. Career ladeer plans will not
be accepted by the State Board unless documented evidence

of this joint effort is submitted with the plan by the
requesting local agency.

--Each local agency shall develop a procedure to evaluate
teachers for placement and advancement on the career
ladders, whaich shall:

3. Be fair, consistent, and valid according to
generally accepted principles,

b. Incorporate clearly stated job descriptions,
c. Be in writing,

d. Involve teachers in the development ot the
evaluation instrument,

@, Inform the teacher beforehand in writing about
all aspects of the evaluation procedure,

f. Specify the frequency with which evaluations
will be made of teachers with less than three
years of teaching experience and cther teachers,
and,

9. Not preclude informal ciassroom observations.
--At least S50% of the career ladder funds shall be directed
to advancement on career iadders, pbased on effective

teaching performance, with student progress pliaying a
signaitficant role.

13



--Not more than 50% of each local agency’s career ladder
allocation shall be used for en extended contract year
provading for additional paid non-teaching days beyond
the regular school year for curraiculum development, in-
service training, preparation, parent-teacher conferences.

--Funds allocated for career ladders are intended for certi-
fied i1nstructional teaching personnel--those who render
direct and personal services to and interact with students.
The local district at its discretion may include certi-
fied media personnel, guidance personnel, social workers,
and psychologists in the program to the extent that their
primary function is that of teaching. Excluded are instruc-
tional personnel such as interns, teacher aides, para-pro-
fessionals, secretaries for teachers, and support personnel
such as administrators, supervisors, attendance personne.l,
heaith services personnel, business officials, and non-cer-
tified media and guidance personnel.

House Bill 110 was passed on January 20, 1984 on the last
day of the legisliative session. From there it went to the State
Office of Education for implementation. Their guidelines requared
that districts requesting career iladders submit an operational
plan by May 15- 19884. Under extenuating circumstances this
deadline was extended but most districts submitted pians by the
May 15 deacdlaine.

A survey of superintendent i during the planning process
revealed considerable diversity with some common threads (Career
Ladders Work Group, 1984). Most districts had formed a single
committee to develop the plan, and these committees consisted (in
order of numbers) of teachers, parents, adminaistrators, and
school board members. Most bplans included provisions for
additional teacher responsibilities and extended work calendars.

The major problem areas sncountered by the pianning committees

14



had to de with evaluating teacher performance and ways of
integrating student progress into these evaluations (a vaguely
worded element of the bill thet has been interpreted by districtsa

in a multitude of wavys).

(Utah State Office of Education, 1984, 1-2)

The diversity of these plans can be seen in an ainitial
analilysis shown in Table 1.1.

Tabie 1.1

District 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
Alpine . X x

Beaver x x x

Box Elder x x X

Cache X

Carbon x x
Dagget x

Davas x x x x
Duchesne x
Emery X X X X
Garfield x

Grana x x
Granite x x x x

iron x
Jordan x X

15



Table 1.1 cont.

District
Juab

Kane

Logan
Millard
Morgan
Murray

Nebo

North Sanpete
North Summit
Ogden

FPark City
Piute

Provo

Rich

Salt Lake
San Juan
Sevier

South Sanpete
South Summit
Tooele
Uintah
Wasatch
Washangton
Wayne

Weber

w
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Tabie i.1 cont.

District 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8
Uintah Basin x X
Sevier Valley x x x
Davis x x x X x
Bridgerland x b5 x
Ogden/Weber xlr x

Blind/Deaf School x x : x

Note. Column Meanings: 1l.) Use of teacher/school/district/ agency
indivaidual plans or projects. 2.2 Use of merit increments for
hagh performance in the classroom without additional
responsibility. 3. Use of teacher initiated portfolio for
evaluation/advancement. 4.) Use of restrictive quotas at top
level(s). 5.) Use of additional funds outside H. B. 110. 6.) Use
of additional education for ladder advancement. 7). Use of
extended §ear beyond 4 days of assignment. 8.) Use of specific

testing to measure student progress specified in the plan.

Given the diversity of career ladder plans in Utah, a unigue
"experimer:.t" existed in terms of learning about workable career
ladder and teacher incentive structures and functions. Because
these plans were being implemented in the 1983-84 school year 1in
a variety of districts ranging from large urban to smail rural,
the Utah experiment cffered a valuable and unique opportunity to
study incentive structures in functioning career ladder systenms.
The need to study these systems at their onset was considerable.
A méjor goal of this research was to analyze career lacder

systems in Utah, and to identify variables critical to success.

17



Method
The purpose of this study was to document development of
different career ladders begun in Utah, and to draw ideas and
problems from them which might contribute understanding to the
development of teacher career ladder sytems.

Research was conducted in four phases:

I. Phase QOne: Anslysis of Plans

A content analysis (Krippendorff, 1980) of plans submitted
to the Utah State Office of Education was used to identify key
elements in career ladder plans. In addition, site visits and
and exploratory interviews were used to identify four
representative districts for case studies. Selection criteria

used included the following:

-incentive features,

-number and kinds of career ladder steps.
-use of peers and parents,

-teacher evaluation techniques,

-rature of additional teacher assignments,
-ranges of involvement in plan formulation,
-remuneration approaches, and

-participant satisfaction

18



iII. Phase Two: Case Studies

Multi-phase case studies were used to investigate the
implementation o5f the critical variables in target districts.
Data were coilected from different sources and different ievels
in the district to enable analysis described as “triangulataion®
by Denzen (1978).

Structured descriptive data were collected in the target
distracts. Procedures included non-participant observation,
interviews, questionnaires, and review of other locally available
information such as early drafts and support documents. Analysis
packets (Rast, 1980’ provided the coordinatinn of data gathering
across saites.

The first set of district interviews targeted the central
office; including the superintendent, ii available, district
administrators, local teachers’ organization officers and staff,
representative parents, and community representatives, One
interview focus was the political and organizational ccntexts
which ainfluenced formation of the particular career ladder
system. Another focus was the actual functioning of the system
from the distri~st level.

The second set of district interviews pro;lded a closer look
at several schools within each district. At the study schools,
information was gathered from the princaipail, teachers’
organization representatives, and teachers at varaious grade
levels or subject areas. Particular individuals interviewed

incliudea successful and unsuccessful career ladder applicants,

and non-applicants.
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The teacher interview sample for the target districts 1is

shown in Table 1.2.

Table 1.2

e e e, S o — ——— e —————

-

District Size Number Schools/Teachers Features of Plan
Snow Small 1 Elementary (9) . Multiple Lines of
1l Middle School ((10) Evidence in a
1 High School (7> Doesier Systenm

Total 60 Teachers (26)s

Rurail Small 1l Elementary (&) Job Enliargement
1l Middle School (7> with Some Aspects
i High School (8&8) of Merit

Total 75 Teachers (23)s»

Suburbpan Large District: Decentralized
65 schools Plans with Local
Autononmny

Pilot Schools:

1l Elementary (i4)

1 Middle School (14)
1 High School 12)

Tozal 2,700 Teachers (40)«
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Tablie 1.2 cont.

Dastrict Size Number Schools/Teachers Features of Pian

Urban Intermediate 16 Elementary (26) Merat Focus with
S Middle Schools (17) Self-Nomination
3 High Schools (28> and Administrator
Ratings
Total 550 Teachers (71)=

Note. « Number of teachers interviewed.

In addition, Jquestionnaires were distributed in all
districts except Urban. A copy of these guestionnaires may be

fournd i1n the appendices of this report.

T District Level Analysis

=1
i
i
e i
I
o
0
(1)
e g
H
1)
(1)

In this phese of the research, the development and
implementation procedures and problems in each target distract
weére described. Data gathered through the district level case
studies were anaiyzed and the structure and functioning of each

district’s career ladder plan was described.

iV. Phase Four: Cross-Site Analyses

Cross-site analyvses focusing on similarities and differences
amonga and between districts were conducted in this phase of the
research. Emphasis here was placed on the identification of
critical variables across and within sites that appeared to be

related to guccessful career ladder functioning,.
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CHAPTER TWO
SNOW DISTRICT CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY

General Description

Snow District is a small district in a rural setting
encompassing S0 square miles. It is located 30 miles from Salt
Lake City, Utuah. Ite three schools (a kindergarten-4th grade
elsmentary, a 5th-8th grade middle school, »and a 9th-12th grade
high school) serve approximately 1,200 students. There are &1
full time teachers employed in the district and a limited
administrative staff of one superintendent and three principals.
The teaching staff is young, with the median age well below the
Utah median age of 39. This is due primarily to recent growth in
the district that resulted in the hiring of new (and young)
teachers, Morale is good, and there is a general feeling not
only within the teaching ataff itself but also within the
community at large that the teachers are both competent and above
average. This positive perception of teachers stimulated the
district to establish a career ladder plan that would reward the
existing exemplary service of its teachers rather than assigning
extra work duties to indicate excellence.

Although rural by location, Snow District is rapidly
growing, has a high proportion of profussionals, and is one of
the wealthiest districts in the State. The impact of skiing and

touriem is considerable. The community is extremely supportive
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of its schools and teachers. For example, Snow District recently
voted and passed a mill levy increase enabling them to raise
teachers’ salaries by 16x. The community has also demonstrated
support by actively participating at board meetings and by
volunteering technical assicttance and resources for enrichment
opportunities.

In general, teachers’ salaries are higher than elsewhere in
the State. This is due to the provioully'nontionod nill levy
increase. The presence of these extra funds provided a climate
in the district that.fostored a @pirit of mexperimentation in
planning for career ladders. Rather than their being viewed as
minimal allocation to be distributed equally, the career ladder
funds wvere viewed as a resouce for potential change. With its
large revenue base, Snow Dis“rict has been able to use its career
ladder money primarily for funding teacher promotion and for
additional service responsibilities rather than for additional
contract days. In this sense, the career ladder funds were
considered to be above and beyond cost of living increases. This
perception led to increased teacher flexibility in considering
career ladder options during the pleaning process.

Tﬁo snall size of the district was both a Lindrance and an
advantage in the designing and iaplementation of their Career
Ladder Plan. The samall numbers of administrative staff and
teachers necessitated that most work be accompliashed by few
people, and new duties and responsibilities strained the existing

workforere. However, the district’s smnal’ size also resulted in
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fewer bureaucratic processes and increased cohesion. There
seemed to be a very cooperative and nurturing attitude among
teachers. Communication attempts and sharing efforts were
frequent within schools, and this small size faciliteted 3ihese
communication efforts during the career ladder planning process.
As drafts were formulated in the planning committee, key slements
were ghared in the schools, &nd reactions returned to the
connittee, This sharing not only h2lped shape the ultimate fora
of the plan but also served to keep teaschers informed of

committee decisions.

The Career Laddier Plan

Tho Snow District began early in February 1984 to formulate
its Career Ladder Plen. In the planning phase the superintendent
was integral to the process, acting as a non-directive leader who
naintained momentum and helped witF dates and drafts. The
superintendent began this process by the formation of a career
ladder planning committee. Desiring a wide-based committee
repraesentative of the school community, he invited all interested
partieas to participate on the committee. Letters were sent to
school board membars encouraging them to participate, and five
jJoined the committee. Parents who had been active in the parent-
school councils were invited to participate, and six parents

volunteered. All three principals weres included on the
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committes, and in turn they appointed two teachers from their
respective schools. The Teacher’s Association also chose four
additional teacher representatives for tha committee. Two
students were encouraged to participate, but their involvement
was limited. The final committee was comprised of 27 people
including five board amenbers, one superintendent, three
Principals, ten teachers, six parents, and two students.

Although the planning committee was large, it was the
superintendent’s intent to have as much Ainput as possible.
Teachers comprised the largest committee component for two
reasons. Firat, the Career Ladder Plan would have its strongest
effoct on teachers; therefore, teachers should have a high degree
of input. Second, teacher involvement would promote the plan’s

legitimacy and acceptance.

Prevajiling Philosophy

Despite some initiel negative attitudes toward career
ladders, the committee took the positive stance of trying to
design the best possible plan for the district. The commnittee
thoroughly investigated all options and deliberately delayed
their implementation to allow as much time as possible for
further development of ideaa.

The development of the plan was affected by the prevalent
belief that Snow District had an exemplary twaching staff. It
was esxpected that a majority of teachers would reach the top rung

of any career ladder systaem. The committee thought that a quota

&
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syster limiting access to the top rungs would not only negatively
ispact the eristing atmosphere of cooperation anong teachers but
would also be unfair. It was further decided that all
outstanding teachers should be recognized and promoted baged
strictly on their tesching performance rather than their
willingness to accept extra responsibilities. Hovever, the plan
did leave room for teachers to be compensated for additional
mervice assignments.

The committee stated that the district;s Career Ladder Plan

should:

1. recognize and reward excellence in teach’ng,
2. attract and retain the best teaching talent,

3. provide opportunities for teacher advancement and

proaotion,
4. compensate teachers for acdditional assignments, and

S. make teacher salariex more conpetitive with other

professionals.

Group Erocesses, Leadership, snd Decision Making
Despite its large size the committee operated in an inforamal

style with a consensus approach to decision-making. The



eventually adopted plan evolved <from the group with equal
opportunity for input from everyone. No one person controlled
the group or provided all the leadership. The superintendent did
act as an informal leader, scheduling and crganizing mestingas,
contacting participants, and writing up drafts and notes of the
proceedings. He often started the group and kept participants on
task, but he did not dominate the process. He was flexible,
listened to others’ ideas, and allowed teachers to shape the
plan.

The committee initially divided itself into several gmall
working groups. Each group presented a sample plan to the whole
committee for discussion. Plans were consolidated and rewvorked
until an overall first draft emerged. Between mneetings committee
menbers zreported back to the interest groups they represented.
At the next meeting the draft was discussed, revised, and
improved. The actual plan to emerge was the committee’s eighth
draft. Discussion was vigorous during all meetings as teschers
became the strongest faction in the planning sessions and were
the most visible and vocal at some of the later meetings.
However, all decisions were made by consensus. Parents wvere
generally supportive of the teachers’ position. Parents wers not
as vocal as others, but they did serve in a "watch dog” capacity.
It was generally felt that the presence of parents helped to keep
everyone on task and t¢ encourage professional behavior.

The administrators in the group took more of a hands-off

facilitative role. The general perception was that the plan was
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to be a teacher-led plan with major input from that source.

Ths committee size dwindled as the months progressed, but
all pmembers received summaries of preceding meetings so they
could have input if they desired. In general the group met weekly

for several months with sessions averaging two hours.

Resources

The planning committee utilized many resources in the
formation of its own plan. Foremost among these was a class on
teacher evaluation taught by a professor from the University of
Utah. This class provided information on methods of teacher
evaluation and the experiences of career ladder prcgrars
nationally. In addition to the training, the class also created
a common information base helping to bridge the gap between
administrators and teachers. (The evaluation class was funded by
a planning and development grant from the United States Office of
Education.)

A second resource was information provided by career ladder
drafts from other districts statewide. Projects <from other
states were obtained and studied, including the Tennessee plan.
Information was supplied by the Professional Society of
Superintendents, the Utah Instructional Leadership Academy, and
the director of Eastern Uniserve (a UEA organization). Several
committee members were also able to provide insights into private

business evaluation practices.

28



Structural Features Of The Plan

Approximately $5C,000 wss allocated to fund the district’s
Career Ladder plan. Structurally, the plan featured three nain
components (see Appendix 2-1). First, one additional contract day
was financed with 58,000 of the district’s Caro.r Ladder money.
This additional time was to be used for evening parsnt-teacher
conferenccs. With the added’ day, the school year was extended to
185 days. This additional contract day was in addition to nine
extra days funded by the increased mill levy. A second component
of the plan focused on promotion of those teachers whose
perforaance was esxemplary. Funding fer this component was set at
$22,000. The third part of the plan involved additional snarvice
assignuwents such as participation on various committees, teacher
pProposals, atc. A totsl of 820,000 was available for these
assigmenta.

Promotion Component

This part of the plan featured three leveis: certified
teacher, associate teacher, and senior teacher. Certified
teachers were identified as teachers who chose not to be
evaluated through the plan. Associate teachers were identified as
those faculty members who were eligible to apply and did so
successfully. In order to be eligible to apply for a promotion to
associate teacher, a candidate must have had one full year of
teaching experience in the district with no less than three years
total teaching exporience. The Lhird level, senior teacher, was
attainable by those teachers who underwent a more stringent
evaluative process. To be successful at this level, the teache:

nust have had three formal reviews where ratings of
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“contributing, well functiening™ had been achieved. Additionally,
the teacher must have been given at least two “exemplary® ratings
to qualify. However, because of time lines involved with the
1984-85 Career Ladder plen, the only level given consideration

was that of promoticon to associate tezcher.

The Teacher Dossier

A dossier prepared by those teachers exprossing an interest
in promotion was the primary vehicle used in the evaluation
process. From the outset, the plenning committee stressed that it
would bDbe the teacher’s reaponzibility to prepare the dossier.
However, the district did provide support services to those
teachers who wanted help in preparing their dossiers. The Teacher
Oversight Committee (an additional gervice assignment committee
funded by Career Ladder mone&y) served thias role. The
reasponsibility of this commitiee was to provide consultation
regarding questions teachers had with the dossisr system as well
as support and encouragement when needed.

Teachers were instructed to present their abilities in the
best possible 1light using only credible and reliable lines of
evidence. Among these lines of avidence were: principal
evaluations, parent and student evaluation surveys, student
achievement, s&attainment of teacher-set performance goals, peer
reviaws of educational materials, evidence c¢f leadership,
district service, and personal educational advances. The decision
to include any line of evidence was dependent upon the teacher’s

personal judgement; none were specifically required.

O
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When & teacher was ready to be reviewed for promotion, they
voluntarily applied to the Promotion Review Board. This panel,
funded by Career Ladder money at the rate of £1,000 Jor each
teacher participant, consisted of two administrators, four
teachers, and two community representatives. The group of four
teachers waas composed of one teacher from each of *he three
achools plus another teacher from an applicant's particular
building. The district decided that teachers would be allowed to
present applications for sericus review no more fregquently than
cnce every +wo yecazrs. Once a teacher was promoted, the
appointrent was considered permanent. However, in order to
maintain that status, the tsacher would have to be reviewed at
leas’. once every fivae years after the appointment. In the first
year of implementation 43 teachers applied for pPromotion and 40

were promoted.

R G e ¢ D G P D VEE B W R S b Y €T arn e e fe o S . S . G S S S e o

Additionsgl service assignments were digstinguished from <%he
Promotion levels by ‘heir temporary nature and by the extra
responsibilities that were entailed. Generally, asusignments
lasted for one year or isss. For the 1984-85 school year, the
additional responsibilities teachers could undertake included
service as a curriculum writer, curriculum committee chairperson,
test devaloper, departmental chair or grade 1levél leader.
Teachers also qualified for additional service assignments by
developing their own proposals for Projects. For 1984-85 priority

was given to the development of a district curriculum scope and
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sequence guide plus a criterion-referenced testing progranm.
Another priority was to increase the level of coordinstion and
cooperation between the computer science, language arts, meth,
science, and social studies departments.

Two other additional gervice assignments were asvailable.
These involved service on one of two committeer involved in the
implementat. 'n of the district’s Career Ladder program. These
committces were the Promotion Review Board (mentioned earlier in
the Teacher Dossier section of this report) and the Teacher
Oversight Committee (also mertioned earlier in the Promotion of
Tsachers aection of this report). The responeibility of the
Promotion Revinw Board was to oversee all activities associsted
with promotion including the evaluation of dossiers. Three
orenings on this committee were filled by teachers with the other
four being filled by two administrators and two community
cepresentatives. The responsibility of the Teacher Oversight
Committee, as previously mentioned, was to advise teachers con the
Preparation of their dossiers, to act as advocates for careful,
accurate evaluations, and to asasist any teachers who wished to
appeal any aspect of their evaluation. Thia committee wes

conpoqod of a minimum of one teachsr from sach schoel.

A

Teacher Perceptions of The System
Teachers in the elementary, middle, and high schonl wers
given the opportunity to respond to a series of questions
designe¢ to assess their perceptions concerning how the career

ladder program was working in the district. The interview
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questions may be found in Appendix 2-2. A representative samnple
of 26 teachers was used. Of the 26, nine were from the elerentary
school, ten were from the middle school, and seven ware from thLe
high achool.

Teachers in each school ware asked how long they had been
teaching as well as how many years they had been teaching in Snow
Diatrict. The results a.e shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1
ELEN MIDDLE HS
Mean Median Mean Median Nean Hedian
Total Years 10.7 12.0 8.4 6.5 14.0 12.0
Yre. In Snow 7.0 8.0 4.5 4.5 5.1 3.0
Note. All Teachers (Means only) Total Yecars: 10.7 Years in

Digtrict: %.5

e o — - a— -

Teachers were asked how informed they were about the
district’s Career Ladder program. Results are shown in Table 2.2.
Table 2.2

Knowledge of the Career Ladder Program

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTALS
Well-Informed 6 10 4 20
Somewhat 3 0 2 S5 »
Not At All 0 0 (o) 0

These results indicate thet most of the teachers interviswed

thought they were well-informed concerning the Cereer Ladder
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plan.

Teachers were asked if they had partcipated in the 30-hour
inservice conducted by a professor from the University of Utah’s
Department of Educational Studies. Of the 26 teachers interviewsd
13 attended the inservice meetings, 1i did not attend, and two
started but dropped out. 0Of the teachers interviewed,
participation wae highest arong middle school teachers where
eight of the ten attended. Attendance was lowes: among high
school teuchers where only one out of the seven teachers
interviewed attended the meetings.

The teachers interviewed were asked where they received
information concerning the Career Ladder program. Most teachers
obtained information through several sources. 13 teachers
received information through discussion with peers, ten received
information through informal meetings with the professor
mentioned above, and nine incicated that they learned about the
progrém through a clava offered by the University of Utah. These
were the most common responses. Other gources mentioned were:
through handouts in the mailbox (7), district-wide neetings (5),
from participation on commitiees (5), personal research (3), from
the state’s career ladder guidelines {2}, rumors (2), and Career
Laddar plans from other districts (1).

Teachers were asked to assess how effactive the on-going
dissemination of information was in the district. Table 2,3

sumnarizes teachera’ opinions.
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Tabla 2.3

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Very Effective 3 1 1 S
Adequate/Fair 3 ) 3 11
Poor 3 2 2 7
No Opinion 0 2 1 3

Most teacherz interviewed thought the dissemination process was
fair to poor. Note that even though eight middle school teachers
attended the initial in-zervice meesting, only one teacher (vho
may or may not have aitended the in-service’> thought the
dissemination prccess wus effective. Comments ranged from:

I didn’t receive as much information as I needed. It

turned into a very long year because we didn’t know

vhat was expected of us. The only reason I know enough

now is from getting it all together and going through
the procesa. There vas very little guidesnce.

To this:

It was very offective, we had Career Ladder mneetings
approximately every two weaks. We knew exactly what
was going on.

A teacher made this comment regarding participation by the
University of Utah:
Fair. I had some problems of not receiving iniormation
in time on how to develop aspecific kinda of evidence and
certain deadlines.
Another teacher said this:
I feel it’s been effective. Dr. X hag been a big help to
get us on our feet. Wa’ve made some blundere, part of

thoae being rules changing in mid-stream, but -he info
was disclosed.

w
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Overall, there were many queations which nseded to be dezlt with.
The number of faculty members ard the diverse nceds which they
Presented aserved to complicate the task. The results indica:ed
that teachers in the district thought that a better job could
have been done in satisfying their informaticnal needs i: these

areas.

Extended Contract Days

During the neut portion of the interview teachers were asked
to discuss their thoughts conceruaing the axtended contract day
portion of the district’s Carcer Ladder plan. Specifica.ly, taey
were asked to comment on the number (how many extended days
should be in the contract) and the placement (when during the
school year should they occur) o the days.

Teacher response was so varied that no clear “hemes energed.
It is possible to say that a great deal of confusion exisie as to
what the district’s policy was. As a result, teachers had a
difficult time formulating specific opinions ragarding these
issues.

The most prevalent response (five out of 28 answers) to the
question was that the concept of extended d.ys is a goodl one.
The response of teachers in this district was nuch the scane as
teachers in other districts. Most were positive toward being paid
for work which had previously baen done for no pay. The second
mcst. prevalent response (four out of 28 answers) concerned the
use of extended days. Thesa teachers were concerned that the days.
would be used for inservice meotings as opposed to peing used as

the teachers saw fit.
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Teachers were asked to comment on how the extended days
portion of the Career Ladder plan might be improved. Teachers
found it easier Lo offer general suggections rather than comment
on the specifics oi tiis plan. Eight teachers thought that the
Plan might ba improved bty making sure that the use of th» days
would be determined by the teechars and not administratora or
other district personnel. Six teachers suggested that the dayc
be used for teacher and classroom preparation prior to the start
of the achocl year. Four teachers thought that the extended days
portion of the district’s career ladder Plan would be best
improved through increased communicat:ion regarding the nature and
function of the days. Three teachers thought that teachers should
have more input in developing future guidelines concerning how
the dasys were to he used. Two terchers thought that the inclusion
of inservice activities during extended days would be an
improvement. Another suggestion offered by two teachers was to
use a day at the end of each term for report card preparation and

planning.

Teachera were asked if they had participated on any of the
additional service assignment committees. The rasponses are
sumnmarized in Table 2.4.

Table 2.4
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ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Extra Duties 3 7 q 14
No Extra Duties S 3 3 11
Application Rejected 1 0 1 2

Teachers who indicated that they had not served on a
committes wers asked if they would have wanted to be on one.
Results are shown in Table 2.5.

Table 2.5

—— T Tt By W W emnmn Y S C —— e

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Desired to Participate 3 1 1 S
No Desire to Particpate 3 o] 2 S
Unsure o 2 0 2

Those who wanted to participate thought that they had valuable
input to lend to a committee. Those on had no desire to
participate thought that committees usually are ineffective
and/or they did not want to get involved in any political
situations.

Teachers were then asked if their committee experiences were
positive. The results are shown in Table 2.6.

Table 2.6



ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Positive 2 4 1 7
Negative (o] (o] 2 2
Undecided 1 2 1 4
Stressful o 1 o 1

These results indicate that most teachers who participated on
additional service assignment commnittees had . positive
experiences. One teacher commented on the Promotison Review Board:
It was excellent. I got to see how teachers function
and got to see what was happening. I’m sorry they all
fall teachers] didn’t get a chance to be on that com-
aittees.
Teachers who did not have good experiences thought that either
the guidelines for what the committee was supposed to accomplish
were too loose or that the work of the committee was unnecessary.
A teacher serving on the Science and Curriculum Revision

conmittee had this to say:

It’s been miserable. We have no idea what we’'re
supposed to do.

Teachers who served on & district committee were asked to
comment on how effectively the group functioned. Their answers
are summarized in Table 2.7.

Table 2.7

S T SR AR R TR e o e . - apmmen e e mmaa XTSI L¥aAVAINGIIWE

ELEH MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Functioned Well 3 S 2 10
Functioned Poorly 0 0 2 2
Unsure (o) 1 ¢ 1
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The results indicate that most teachers who were interviewed
thought that the committeses on which they served functioned

effectively.

s > e G D D e s S i Y G W

Teachers were easked whether they thought the selection
process used for determining committee assignments was clear
and/or fair. Results are shown in Table 2.8.

Table 2.8

T e S R A S el D CED G G e T e T . S - W e S e . . WS b o A TP S S o S o -

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Clear and Fair 2 S 4 15
Not Clear and Fair 6 0 2 8
Unsure 1 1 1 3

Most teachers thought that the selection process was clear and/or
fair. However, note that the elementary school was an exception,
Only two of nine teachers interviewed thought the selection
process was clear and/or fa.r. One elementary teacher had this
to say about the proceas:

No definitely not. It appeared that there was a lot

of diatrict favoritism of people who ended up on the

committees. People who did apply who did not get to be

on some wer& never told why or they were used in other
capacities. A lot of people were bitter about that.

Teachers were asked if they chose to apply for the promotion
step of the district’s Career Ladder program. The answers to this

queston are summarized in Table 2.9.
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Table 2.9
Number of Teachers who Chose to Apply for Promotion

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes 9 10 S 24
No o o 2 2

Resuls from this question indicate that the great majority of
teachers interviewad opted for promotion. It is noteworthy
however, that fewer teachers from the high school chose to apply.
When asked to give reasons why they opted for promotion,
teachers gave a variety of responses. The most commor: response
focused on money. Twelve teachers said that this was their
primary reason for applying. One teacher said it this way:

Honestly, it was the cash involved. As a teascher I
can’t throw away the opportunity to make more money...

Twelve teachers responded that fear snd/or pPeer pressure was a
motivating factor. These teacheras thought that they might receive
some form of retribution from the district or the scorn of their
peers if they didn’t epply. One of these teachers specifically
nentioned pressure from the district as a motivating factor. This
conment was quite reprezentative:

Fear. What would the administration have said had I

not applied? So, I felt I had to do it to show I had

nothing to hide. They laid it out ae an option and a

privilege to earn this meoney and that it would be well

worth your timé, which it wasn’t because of the problens

that developed. They meads it sound like everybody should

do it if you were eligble. That was the fear,intimidation.
Several other reascnes were popular as well. Status and
recognition were asntione: by six teachers as their main reasons
for applying. Six cother teachers &aid that they believed
themselves to be qualified go they applied. One of these teachers
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said this:

I’m a good teacher, and I want to avail ryself to the

program. No pressure from administrators or peere. 1

Just wanted to avail myself to the progran.
Six others wanted to be a part of the syatém and get in on the
ground floor hoping to receive some form of long-term benefits.
Three said that it seemed easy enough to do, and therefore it was
to their advantage to apply. Two said they applied simply out of
curiosity. Other reasons mentioned by at least one teacher were:

Pride in competition, a positive mind-set toward career ladders

in general, and the aystem as a method for self-svaluation.

Teachers were asked if they thought the dossier systam
adopted by the district was a sood way to document good teaching.
Results for this question are summarized in Table 2.10.

Table 2.10

ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Good Way 3 1 3 7
Not a Good Wway S 2 2 9
Unsure 1 6 2 9
No Response 0 1 0 1

Results indicate that teachers were ambivalent toward the dossier
syster as a means of documenting good teaching. These thoughts
were common in all the schools, while being strongest in the
elementary school where a majority (five out of nine) of teachers
disliked the dossier system. Those that disliked the systenm

thought that what waes in the dossier did not always accurately
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represent what is practiced in the classroom. A teacher had this
to say:
No, it’s not complete. It’s enough to give some indi-
cation of relstive skill and professionalism, but it doesn’t
neasure what ,ou actually do in the classroom. I’m con-

vinced it’s possible to get good parent and student reports
and not be a good teacher.

Another teacher in the elementary spoke of the dossier sysatem

this way:

No. Lines of evidence are not valid or reliable or
relevant. We were told that the student and parent

reviews would be a controlled situation because the
University [of Utah) would come in and handle it. What

I fesl they failed to look at was that there are lots

of ways to manipulate this, and we have seen this happen...
Teachers knew when it would happen and worked to elicit

a favorable response...

Teachers whc favored the dossier system made comments like this:

I feel as though I was able to give a good picture of

what 1 do. As far as the dossier aystem itself, I feel

positive about it.
And this:

The accuracy of my dossier was very good. My lines of

evidence were very valid. I feel the dossier systenm is

a good and fair system, but there are many bugs to be

worked out.

Teachers were asked to discuss the kinds of problems they
encountered in preparing their dossiers. The most common response
among teachers from all three schools (9) wss a lack of help,
unclear guidelines, and unclear directions on how to prepare the
dossier. This response was particularly common with the
elerentary and middle school teachers interviewed. One of the
teachers responded this way:

(The problem was) never really knowing how to do it.

You think you know, then rumors float, and it becane
vary important how the dossier looked rather than content.
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In the high schocl, time needed to put the dossier together was
most commonly cited as the biggest difficulty. Teachers in the
elementary and rxiddle school also mentioned that time needed ' to
pPrepare the dossiers was a problenm.

Seveoral cther factors emerged regarcding this question. One
problem in the elementary school was the Perception that at times
assistances was given from the University of Utah which seened
contradictory. Advisors from the Univorsity.soonod to contradict
one anoth=r when advising teachers on how to prepare the dossier.
Two elementary teachers experiencsd probleas because of perceived
rule changes midway through the process. Two teachers thought
that the waiting process to receive feedback regarding promotion
created unneeded stress. One teacher mentioned that preparation
of the dossier took too much time away from classroom activities.
A response which was unique to the elementary achool was that the
model dossier system was inadequate. Four teachers gave thias
response. One of those responses wvas:

I was very critical about the dumny Imodell] dossier. I

would have been ashamed to hand something like that in, so

we essentially had to atart from scratch...

In the middle school, teachers mentioned several problens
vhich the elementary teachers brought up. Unique to teachers froa
the niddle school who were interviewed was the perception that
the Promotion Review Board made unclear and/or contradictcry
interpretations of their dossiers. Two teachers mentioned that
Preparation of the dossiers took too much time away from

classroom activities. One teacher explained it this way:
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Assembling the dossisr cut into effective lesson

planning tiwe...I’ve done some of the poorest lessons

I’ve ever done because of this. I feel bad about it.
One other teacher mentioned that the quality of feedback from
the Univoriity of Utah on dossier preparation had created

problems:

One of the problems I ran into was getting feedback

from the University. I knew people were misinterpreting

the info in my packet &nd not looking at it the way I

used the material.

One of the teachers also mentioned, as haq saveral ololonﬁary
teachers, that the waiting process for foodbagk on promotion was
strassful.

High school teachers reported the fewest number of problenrs
(apart from time management) in putting the dossier together. As
mentioned previocusly, the time neoeded tc prepare the dossier was
the major difficulty mentioned by this group. Two other issues
were mentioned. These were a lack of help and stringent
guidelines plus difficulty in dealing with parents in obtaining
parent surveys.

Teachers were also asked to give an approximation of how
much time it took them to prepare their dossiers. Responses to
this question were predictably quite varied. The number of hours
required for preparation ranged from fewer than five houra to 100
hours. The number of hours each teacher spent preparing his/her
dossier is detailed in Table 2.11.

Table 2.11

Number of Hours Spent by Teachers Preparing Dossiers
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HOURS 0-3 €-10 11-1S 16-20 21-25 26-30 35 40 45 50 60 7% 100
ELENM o o 0o o 3 o 1 1 1 2 1 0 ¢
MIDDLE 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 o o 1 1
HS 1 o 3 o 0 o 1 0 0 6 0 0 o

The most common time frames were: five teachers worked between 11
and 15 hours on their dossiers, four teachers worked 21 to 2%
hours, and three teachers worked approximately 35 hours. One
worked 100 hours and two worked 50 hours. Two teachers worked
five hours or lasa.

The mean number of hours spent preparing the dossiers wvas
34 per teacher. The median number of hours was approximately 2¢.
The mean and median number of hours teachers in each school

required to prepare their dossiers is detailed in Table 2.12.

Table 2.12

Mean and Median Number of Hours Spent Preparing Dossiers
ELENM MIDDLE HS

Mean Number of Hours 38 33 15

Nedian Number of Hours 40 26 13

The data indicate that high school teachers spent less time
pPreparing their dossiers (a median rate of approximately 13
hours) than the elementary or middle school teachers. Elementary
school teachers required the most time to prepare their dossiers
(a median rate of 40 hours). .For niddle school teachers, the

median rate for dossier preparation was approximately 26 hours.

Teachers were asked how they might improve the dossier

46



2-26

component of the promotion procesa. Again, Rany responses were
obtained. Three suggestions occurred most often. Six teachers
(three elementary and three middle school) thought that
standardized guidelines accompanied by strict deadlines should be
an integral part of the prccsss. Five teachers (three middle and
two elementary school) thought that exact criteria and an
acceptable point system should be incorporated into the process.
Five teachers (two high school,., two elementary, and one middle
school) thought that the use of highly trained, outside and
independent observers instead of district personnel would create
& more fair dossier evaluation system. Three teachers (two high
school and cne elementary) thought that district personnel should
perform the compiling, typing, and reproduction of dossier
materials. Their reasoning was that this would provide a unifornm
format and take less time away from classroom duties for
teachers. 1In a gimilar vein, three teachers ( two middle and one
elementary school) thought that the dossier syatem could be
improved by eliminating the possibility of teachers turning the
dossier into a "work of art" type project. Two teachers (one each
from the elementary and middle school) thought that the inclusion
of systematic classroom observation would improve the content of
dossier information. Two teachers (one each from the elementary
and middle school) thought that the only improvement would be to
eliminate the dossier system altogether. Two teachers (both fronm
the high s&chool) thought that a greater number of more
stringently defined 1lines of evidence would make the dossier
system more valid. Two teachers (one middle and one high achool)

thought that improved communication between candidates and the
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svaluators would help the systom. They thougat that too nany
rumors got started in ths present system.

Comments made by other teachers were: keep the rules
consistent, make the dossier more valid, remove the student
surveys, remove the parent surveys, remove test scores, provide
release time from class in order to work on the dossiers, and
notify candidates personally at home regarding all promotion
decisions.

Teachers were asked whether the process of putting the
dossiers together gave them an opportunity to think about their
teaching. The quostion was designed to give teachers an
opportunity to discuss how valuable and constructive the process
of putting the dossier together was for them. Table 2.13
summarizes teacher responses.

Table 2.13

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Very Valuable 1 (o] 0 1
Somewhat Valuable 3 2 3 8
Mixed Response 2 1 2 )
Not Valuable 4 7 (¢ 11

The results indicate that while some teachers derived some
banefit frox the process, most teachers interviewed did not find
it to be a valuable experience personally. This was particularly
true in the middle school where seven did not derive any personal
benefit and eight of ten respondents either did not care for the

pProcess or could not pinpoint any important benefits. Most
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teachers 1looked upon the Process as a means t¢o an end--a
naceasary atep to be taken when applying for promotion. One
teacher voiced this opinion:

I found it mostly an effort of self-congratulation. It

nade me feel good about what I’m doing, but it didn’t

offer any suggestions as to how I ought to modify, which

is a weakness in this systen.
A teacher who thought that the process had been rewarding sgaid

this:

Yer, I thought it was a good procees for reflection. It
pointed out some areas where I need to improva.

Teachers were asked if they would use any of the dossier
information to change their teaching practices. Almost all
teachers thought that they would not use the information
contained in the dossiers such as student surveys, parent
surveys, and grade reports to alter the way they practiced. Only
two teachers thought that they would make changes related to
information contained in the dossier. However, geveral teachers
thought that they would contiiiue to emphasize practices that were
a part of the dossier system. Three teachers said they would
continue to use pre- and post-testing techniques. Three teachers
said they would continue to work with Aata obtained from student
surveys. Most :ieachers (i8) simply said no--it would not change
their practice. Some comments were quite sarcastic and negative
in nature:

No, it will teach me to hide things and be more clever.

What I think it is doing is making teachers be dishonest
not only with themselves but with their whole outlook on

teaching.

Teachers were asked if the Teacher Oversight Committee had
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given helpful assistance in preparing the dossiers. The enswers
to this question are summarized in Table 2.14.

Table 2.14

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Helpful 7 3 3 13
Not Helpful 2 2 1 S
Did Not Need Help 2 3 2 7
Unavare of Committee 0 3 1 4

The results indicate most teachers who were interviewed thought
thut the Oversight Committee had rendered assistance in helping
them prepare their dossiers. A high school teacher gave this
response:

Yea, ours [Oversight Committeel checked through it

{the dossier] before we handed it in. Their comments

were positive and and not critical. They were well

informed.

Another teacher asid this:

Very diligent and concerned. If they didn’t know some-
thing, they feuvnd it out.

Teachers who did not consult the Oversight Comnittee responded

in this manner:

No, I went to people on the staff I felt comfortable with.

Teachers were asked if they thought the Promotion Review
Board was functioning in an effective aAanner. Answers to this

question are seen in Table 2.15.



Table 2.15
Effectiveness of the Promotion Review Board

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes 2 9 4 10
No 4 1 0 S
Mixed 3 3 0 6
No Opinion 0 2 3 S

The results show that most teachera interviewed in the district
thought that the Promotion Review Board was functioning in an
effective manner. This was ot ths case however, in the
elementary school where seven of nine teachers interviewed were
either unsure or did not think that the panel had done an
effective job. One of these teachers had this to say:

No, it isn’t (functioning effectively). They compared

dossiers when they weren’t supposed to. Personal biasea

came into it. Religious, economic, long-term hatreds,

and political biases.
Host teachers who thought that the panel functicned effectively
responded this way:

I think so. It hasn’t been an easy job, and they have

raceived a lot of static. They’ve been dedicated, took

the class, put in a lot of hours, and wanted it to work.
Another teacher from the high school said this:

I believe that was a highly professional, objective

group of people...From what I can see, any xaults lie

with the people who didn’t yet promoted. They hand ed
it in a childish and unprofessional manner.

Teachers were asked if they thought the number and

percentage of people being promoted was appropriate. The answers
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to this question are summarized in Tsble 2.16.

Table 2.16

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Right Amount 3 S (o) 8
Too High 1 0 1 2
Ban Quotas 4 2 1 7
Unsure 1 3 S5 9

The results reflect ambivalence concerning how the system was

working:

I don’t think you can set anything as right. No quota

here is positive, but we’ve also heard that for a systenm

to work, some people have to fail.
More teachers were not sure about how many should be promoted
than those whce thought the number being promoted was just right.
The number of teachers who disliked the idea of a certain number
of teachers being prormoted almost equalled the numbar of teachers
who thought that the number being promoted was just right. Few
teachers thought the number was too high. It should be noted that
the interviews were being conducted late in the school year when

teachers were finding out if they had besn promoted. Out of 43

teachers who submitted dossiers, 40 were promoted.
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Teachers were asked about how the promotion process could be
inproved. The response given most often (seven teachers--three
elamentary, three middle, and one high school) was that the
districi should recruit trained, independent evaluators to serve

on the Promotion Review Board. Six teachers (three elementary,



2-32

one middle, rad two high achool) thought thqt more gpecific
criteria to guide panel decisions were needed. Four teachers (two
elementary, one middle, and one high school) suggested that
teachers be given more feedback cn why they were or were not
promoted. Three teachers (two elementary and one middle school)
thought that the district should hold an election of sorts to
deternine who should serve on the Board. Three teachers (one fronm
each school) suggested that a aystem be designed to meet the
needs of those teachers who were not successful in the promotion
process. Two teachers (one each from the elementary and middle
schools) thought that the Board members should receive some sort
of formal training in evaluation. Two teachers (both elementary
school) thought that the candidates gshould be notified privately
of promotion decisions. Other comments made by one teacher were:

expand the ways in which evaluations are performed, perform
systematic observations in the classrooms, take all names off the
dossiers to create anonymity, assure confidentiality for
individuals who are not promoted, make the whole process more of
@ positive learning experience for teachers, and eliminate the
Promotion component entirely and put the money into extra work

for extra pay assignments.

Effects of the Career Ladder Program on
Teachers were asked to discuss whether or not they perceived
any effects on relationships with each other as a result of
the district’s Career Ladder program. Answers to this question

are summarized in Table 2.17.



Table 2.17

Effects of the Career Ladder Program on Teacher Relations
ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL

Positive Effects 0 4 0 4

Negative Effects 9 1 0 10

Positive and Negative 1 S O 6

No Effacts o) (o) 6 6

The data indicate that most teachers interviewed perceived that
negative effects were more common than positive effects. However,
different response patterns occurred in each of the three
schools. Of the elementary teachers interviewed, almost all
perceived negative effects on relations among teachers. Not one
teacher interviewed perceived any positive effects occurring. An
elementary teacher said this in response to the question:

We had a meeting with the school board a week or two

ago. I have never seen hostilities before when one

would stand up and say they thought it was great and

four others would stand up and say you are full of it...

It was dividing the district right in that meeting...
Most nmiddle school teachers perceived good and bad effects on
relations and four teachers thought that good effectes weras
noticeable. Most responded this way:

High anxiety. Yet, I think this school has been unique

in that we have worked together: we’re not afraid to

ask for help.
In the high school, all teachers who responded tc the question
thought that the career ladder program has had no effect on
relations among teachers.

Most of the teachers interviewed were aware that problems

had occurred in the elementary school, due to the fact that two
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teachers had failed to be promoted. There was some degree of
curicsity and rumor concerning what was going on in the
elementary school among many teachers from the middle and high
schools. These teachers perceived that the problems stemmed fronm
teacher discomfort with the plan, Philosophical differences among
teachers, and marked differences of opinion with administrators
and nmnembers of the Promotion Review Board concerning who was and

who was not promoted,

Teachers were asked if they perceived s&sny effects on
relations between administrators and teachers as a result of the
Career Ladder program. Resul*s are seen in Table 2.18,

Table 2.18

Effects of the Career lLadder Program on Relationa Between

—— e e e = — e —— . — e - . o — - S S e e e e S —— —— e —— ——

ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Positive Effects 0 0 0 0
Negative Effects 5 0 1 6
No Changes 3 10 6 19
Unsure 1 0 0 1

Most teachers who responded to the question percaived 1little
change in the way they were relating to administrators. The most
negative response came from elementary teachers whera five of the
8ix teachers thought that there had been necative effects. An
elermentary teacher described the affects this way:

The tension between principalas and teachers is worse now
than it was before. Career Ladders was the final show.

All of the middle school teachers interviewed thought that there

95
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had been no effects on relations between administrators and
teachers. Six out of seven high @&chool teachers interviewed
perceived no change in relations either. Many of these teachers
reaponded this way:

No, there are too many other variables involved. The

admninistrator hasn’t been identified Cclosely with it in
this achool.
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Teachers were asked if they percoiyod any offects on
reiations between colleagues who submitted dosaiers and
colleagues who did not submit dossiers. Results are summarized in
Table 2.19.

Teble 2.19
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Teachers

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Positive Effects 0 0 0 0
Negative Effects 1 (o] o] 1
No Changes 8 7 () 21
Unsure 1 3 1 S

The vast majority of teachers interviewed (21 out of 27)
perceived 1little changes in relations between teachers who
submitted dossiecrs and those who did not. Out of 61 teachers in
the district, 43 submitted dossiers. Only one teacher perceived
negative effects. Mcst teachers responded like thias:

No, not in this school. This is a professional staff
herae.
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Teachers ' were asked if they perceived any effects on
rolations between colleagues who were promoted and those who were
not promoted. In the elementary school, several teachers who
submitted dossiers were not promoted. When asked this question,
three teachers said that they were aware of very bad experiences
between teachers on the Promotion Review Board and colleagues who
were not promoted, One teacher had this to say:

Real bad feelings~-more between people who weren’t

promuted and those on the Promotion Review Boarc. I

don‘’t think the people who didn‘’t pass resent me for

pPassing, I think they resent the people who failed

them anonymously, without reason. One person pressured

them for reasons and they said ‘I can’t remember exactly

why you failed but it seems to me you just didn‘’t have

enough evidence there...’

Four elenentary teachers said that these decisiors creatod hurt
feelings among all teache:rs in the elementary school. One of the
elementary teachers described the situation this way:

It hurt to see colleagues not make it. The people

here are feeling people, and even with the money in

their pockets, they are hurting. The cnes not promoted

are probably closer to the promoted ones because the

promoted ones have come on their side. They feel for

them; they understand.

Four teachers perceived that a sympathetic outreach attenpt wvas
made toward unsuccessful candidates by those who were promoted.
Consider this response:

It’s caused a large support group. Pecple have come to

the aid of the persons with sympathy and the deasire to

help them through ® e appeals. There was anger on the

part of those that id pass that a person who was equally

as good didn’t. It made them question the entire systen.

One teacher perceived no changes in relations between successful
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and unsuccessful candidates.

Teachers were asked if they thought teaching as a profession
would experience any long-term effects as a result of career
ladders. The most common response (eight teachers) thought that
there would not be any long term effects because career ladders
would not last long encugh. Eight teachers thought that the long-
term effects would be unhealthy and divisive competition among
trachers which would produce negative outcomes. Two teachers
thought that an increased attrition rate from the field would
occur because teachers would beccme fed up with career ladder
svetens.

Several teachers thought that positive long~term outcomes
would be realized. Four teachers thought that there would be an
influx of money into the profession which would make teaching a
more irportant <(i.e., higher social status) profession. Two
teachers thought that positive long-term effects would occur
because a& the systems develop more precise evaluatior wmathods

will occur ags well.

Suggestions for Improving The System
Teachers were given the opportunity to discuss what kinds
on improvements they would l:%e to see incorporated into the
district’s Career Ladder plan. A wide variety of responses were
obtained. NMost suggestions centered on the dossier and the
Promotion Reviaw Board.
Six teachers thought that betiter rviss and guidelines for

governing the dosaier component of the pPlan were needed. It was
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thought that these changes would aid teachers in choosing
appropriate lines of evidence. Several teachers thought that the
criteria for lines of evidence should be tightened and made nmore
stringent in an effort to standardize the process and create a
more objuctive evaluation process. One teacher thought that more
lines should be developed so that teachers would have more
options in developing the dossier. This would increase the
chances of creating the best possible dossier.

Three teachers thought that outside observers trained in
evaluation methods would be better able to objectively evaluate
candidates for promotions. Thres teachers suggested that the plan
might work better if a process was developed to provide feedback
and assistance for those teachers who were not promoted. Apart
from bringing in outside observers to serve on this panel, three
teachers thought that if teachers from the district would be on
the Board, they should receive more training in evaluation than
is presently given. Additionally, more clear-cut criteria should
be developed to govern the selection of diastrict teachers who
serve on the panel. Two teachers suggested that any teachers on
the Board should be seiected by their colleagues and not by the
admninistration. Two teachers thought that the Board could nake
more accurate evaluations by placing more emphasis on classroom
visits. One teacher suggested that all dossiers received by the
Promotion Review Board be anonymous. One teacher suggested that a
transition team should be set up from year to year to help train
incoming participants on the Board.

There were other suggestions as well. Two teachers thought
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that a forum should be developed to deal with a perceived teacher
distrust of career ladder systems in general. One teacher
suggested that increased funding would be an improvement. One
teacher thought that input from the University of Utah should be
eliminated. Five toaéhors racommended either a suaspension of
the district’s Career Ladder activities until more research is
done, an overhaul of the entire system due to unfairness, or a
complete cancellation of a Career Ladder program in the district.

These results indicate that teachers in the district had a
somewhat negative attitude toward the Career Ladder system as it
existed in their district. This sentiment seems strongest in the
elementary school where conflicts arose over several teachers not
being awarded promotions. The mniddle school and high school
teachers interviewed were less negative than elementary teachers
toward the plan as a whole, but in general most teachers did not
care for the system. However, geveral teachers in the high school
praised the plan as being a step in the right direction for
teaching as a profession. Most teachers agreed that, when
compared with plans from other districts, their district’s plan
was a better one. Despite the presence of teachers who perceived
the plan as being positive, most teachers found some kind of
fault with the system. MNost of the concern centered around the
specifics of the dossier system and how the Promotion Review

Board went about evaluating the dossiers.
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CHAPTER THREE
RURAL DISTRICT CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY

General Description

This district is a smaller district within a rural Utah
mountain community. Patrons are drawn from the immediate
community as well as outlying farming areas. A population base of
several thousand people is supported nainly by farming, ranching,
and dairy production. Some residents also commute to and from
larger cities to take advantage of other varied econoxic
opportunities. Within an hour’s drive are three larger cities,
all with state universities which offer teacher training
opportunities and ongoing educational research. The close
proximity of these cities and the post-secondary institutions is
a plus for the district, because this Proximity allows teachers
to commute. Teachers have the opportunity to further their
aeducation without the inconveniences of long travel or
relocation.

The community, perhaps because of ita size and location, is
tightly knit, conservative, and religious. In this sense, the
community is in step with the values and customs of Utah gsociety
at large. According to the teachers, the tightly knit atmosphere
of the town provides advantages and disadvantagea. On one hand,
the setting and reluxed bace contribute to cohesion and unity
among the faculty as well as the perception that the district is

unique and fun to work in. On the other hand, the gsmall size and
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conservative nature of the comrunity can create awkward
situations for teachers who have inevitable conflicts with
parents. Additionally, those who do not maintain the status quo
of the community or those who, because of personal principle, do
not embrace ideas widely shared in the schools Ray be viewed as
pariahs.

The school board consists of local business leaders and
several educators from both the State Office of Education and one
of the nearby post-secondary institutions. The district’s career
ladder program was granted funds totalling 65,000,

The three schools in the district serve approximately 1500
students. This figure was down approximately 1.5% from the
Previous school yesr. Almost 98% of the students are Caucasian.
The elementary school, with approximately 600 gtudents, consists
of grades Kindergarten through Sth. The middle school and high
achool each have approximately 450 students. The administration
for each school consists of one pPrincipal with a part time vice
principal at the high school level.

The faculty at all three schools consists of approximately
80 teachers. All of these teachers are Caucasian. There are an
equal number of male and female teachers in the district. The
average tenure in the district among faculty members is
approximately 12 years. For the 23 teachers interviewed in this

project, the average tenure is 14 years.
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The Career Ladder Plan
Histor

The 8ize of the district was an asset in the planning
process. Because of the small size, » larger and therefore more
representative sumple of parents, teachers, and administrators
were involved in the planning process. One of the nearby local
colleges also entered into the process by starting a research and
training project concerned with career ladder processes. This
research was started during the 1983-84 school year.
Approximate.y 40X of the district’s adninistrators and teachers
agreed to participate in the project. Another local university
conducted workshops on evaluation methods and procedures. Much of
this information was viewed as being a key to the development of
the district’s evaluation and selection procedures which would be
used with the career ladder candidates. It is significant to note
that the teachers’ organization was well represented in the
planning process because of the abundant teacher participation in

the activities initiated by the post-secondary institutions.

The fundamental tenets of the district’s Career Ladder Plan
stressed the desire to recognize the outstanding qualitites of
good teachers. These teachers should also receive additional
financial renuneration for their exemplerry performance. The
evaluation and selection process would be unique for each school

within the district. Outcomes associates with the career ladder
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would not affect in any way £he existing yearly evaluation and
pPayroll policies adhered to by the district. The district also
desired a smooth integration with existing district policies and
Collective bargaining agreements. Administrators had expressed a
preference for not being responsible for the development and
implementation of the district’s Career Ladder Plan. Because of
this, as noted before, teachers were largely responsible for the
development of the system. Teachers also were responsihble for
having the most significant input with regard to a candidate’s

application, evaluation, and selection.

Collaboration and compromise characterized the workings of
the planning committee. The committee itself was made up of the
superintendent, the assistant superintendernit, one principal
selected by the superintendent, two comrunity membars sslected by
the PTA and the school board, and three teachers, one from each
schooi selected by their respective faculties. The committee met
once a week for nine weeks with each session requiring two to
three hours.

One factor which influenced the decision making process was
an emerging apprehension on the part of the teachers. Teacher
representatives met several times during the nine week planping
process to deal with these emerging concerns. These concerns
involved several issues. A central concern was how to go about

creating a fair, accurate, and effective evaluation process.

64



Another issue involved the discomfort teachers thought they would
experience when given the responsibility of evaluating their
peers. Teachers were concerned about the development of division
or an unhealthy competitive gpirit which might erode morale.
Teachers were also concerned that career ladders might causo
changes in the way they had shared time, materials, and/or
teaching techniques in the past. Concern was also expressed i.
regard to the amount of funding: many teachers thought there
would not be enough money for a quality career ladcier progranm.

A=cording to the superintendent, many of these concerns were
dealt with effectively as time went on. Teachers on the committee
became nore familiar with the role of administrators and were
able to provide satisfactory input to the sther faculty meabers.

A key to working through these potential problems was the
experience of administrators and teachers who attended the
workshops. Those who did attend the workshops thought that their
participation helped them to focus more effectively on the
critical determinants of the career lsdder proposal. This
experience provided a subtle "push forward with the agenda"”
effect on other committee members. In fact, members thought that
the potential for unproductive haggling and</or the formation of
special interest groups was minimized as a result of the earlier
workashops.

The superintendent provided fornal leadership for the
comnittee while at the same time choosing not o lead too
aggressively. His role was described as that of a non-directivs

facilitator. The school board involved itself through its



participation in selection of the community representatives as
well as providing an endorsement of the finished proposal. The
teachers were highly involved in the doleopnent of evaluation
and selection criteria. Compromise was needed as varied opinions
regarding the state guidelines emerged. Predictably, some thought
the guidelines were too nebulous in describing specific
guidelines for funding of teacher Projects or specific criteria
for teacher evaluations. Others felt the guidelines were too
rigid. Decisions ware made by the committee only after open

discussions and consensus votes on each career ladder issue.

Few resources apart from the university-sponsored workshops
were utilized, particularly after the pPlar.iirg committee meetings
were underway. The superintendent provided information in the
form o©f journal articles and other documents from a California
school district. The superintendent also received resource
information from other district superintendents and the State

Office of Education.

Structural Features of the Plan
The district’s Career Ladder Plan featured the following
components: extended days, extended responsibilities, teacher
facilitator, and superior performance. Approximately $65,000 was
allocated for the career ladder plan. Roughly 830,000 of this was
used for funding the extended days component. A detailed form of

the district’s plan nay be found in Appendix 3-1.
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Extended Days

First year teachers were required to be in the building five
extra days. One of these days was to be used for an inservice
Program led Ly the superintendent. All other teachers were given
the option of applying for four additional days. These days would
contain no inservice meetings and would be used by the teachers
for grading, evaluation, or Planning activities. The days would

occur at the end of each school quarter. Each teacher would be

Paid on a per diem basis as written into their contracts.

There were three distinct subcomponents to this part of the
plan: curriculum development, special teacher projects, and

participation on the career ladder committee.

Research was performed on the curriculum, and in the process
the district identified needs within each of the 10 curriculum
areas. In this portion of the career ladder program, each teacher
served on one of the development committees. Several teachers
served as oversesrs of the different curriculum development

connittees.

Special teacher projects pProvided the opportunity for

teachers to design and implement their own instructional
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improvement projects. The district developed criteria for project
goals as well as instructions on how to apply and application
forme The career ladder comwmittee reviewed all applications and

awarded projects based on the criteria they set.

This committee met once each week to discuss ongoing
concerns and the overall progress of the plan. Meetings were
schaduled for 6:00 A.M. Three teachers were involved and were
paid on a per diem basis. Total funding for teacher participation

was set at 86,000,

The district wanted new teachers t¢ receive help, guidance,
counsel, etc., from a vateran tesacher in the same building but
not necessarily of the same yrade level. Facilitator candidates
were raguired to apply and be evaluated and selected by the
carear committees. Facilitators and the new teachers were
required to sign a contract. The romuneration for the veteran

teacher was set et $500.

All teachers were eligible for this part of the plan.
Interested teachers were required to submit an application. These
applications were then reviewed by the career ladder committss
based on criteria estabiished during the planning process. Part

of this process required teachers to gubmit selected evaluations

68



of their performance; these were to include at least three of the
following data sources: principal evaluation, peer evaluation,
student reports, and varental feedback. Each teacher chosen for
the superior performance award received #1,000. Awards were given
based on the recommendations of the career ladder committee. This
committee consisted of one district office administrator
appointed by the superinterdent, one principal, two community
pPatrons, and a teacher from each school. Each candidzte’s file
was evalunted according to these criteria: the teacher’s job
description and a comparison of anticipated versus realized
outcomes, the content and quality cf the teacher’s instruction,
profassionality, ethicality, and student growth as measured by
test acores.

The district agreed that during the first year of this part
of the plan, thcas teachers receiving the awvard would devote part
of their time to the development of a systen by which future
evaluation and selection for this award would occur. This systenm
would then be phased in for use with all faculty members later
on. Apart from participation ... the development of the evaluation
and selection process to be used in the future, no other future

responsibilities were required of the teachers selected.
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Teacher Perceptions of The Systen
Twenty-three teachers in Rural District responded to
questione concerning their district’s Career Ladder Plan. The

interview questions may ba found in Appsadix 3-2.

By far the most positive aspect of the systam was the
extended days component. When asked if tﬁmy agreed with the
district having the maxiwum number of days 22 of 23 ssid “yes."
One comment cstches this positive tone:

I think it is funtastic. I love it. It’gz *he best thing

that’as ever happened to us. I would like *-; Jet more., It

gives us a chance to get ourselves organiired.

The central theme here was having the time to do things for
which there previously had not been time. Preparation and
organization were mentioned as well as the idea of getting paid
for doing this work.

When asked .f these extended days should be structured or
unstructured, 21 of 23 spted for unstructured. This appeared to

come as much from a need for individual time as from a dislike

for district inservice workshops.

New Teacher Eacilitators
When asked about the new teacher facilitator prograns,
reactions of teachers differed by building level. Five of the
eight secondary teachers liked the Program, with one not liking
it and twec unaware: only three elementary teachers liked it,

four didn’t, and one was unawvare.
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Analysis by level reveals various patterns. At the high
school level, teachers acknowledged that past help for new
teachers was haphazard, but there were still some hesitations
about this program cutting new teachers off from help from all
faculty. At the middle school level, teachers generally
acknowledged the need for the program with only one teacher
feeling that the program was unneeded. Elementary resistance
centered around the selection procees, whether the facilitators
chosen were doing an adeguate job, and whoﬁhor the new prc -am
would discourage all teachers from helping new teachers.

"lthough teachers in the district were generally gupportive
of the abstract notion of a mentor program, their dissatisfaction

with the way that mentors were selected is seen in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1
Fairness of the Teacher Facilitator Selection Process
ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL

Yes, Fair 4 0 s 9

No, Unfair 3 3 1 7

Don‘’t Know 1 49 2 7

At the high school level teachers were generally ssatisfied with
the selectiorn process, but two didn’t know what this process was.
There was considerable dissatisfaction at the mniddie school
level. This dissatisfaction centered around vague criteria and
f3elings that the selections process was “politically"
influenced. Vague criteria and selection procedures were also

nentioned by teachers at the elementary level.
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This is one of the things in ours I was really discouraged
with. I don‘’t think it was fair. The selection process was
unclear. There was a little bit of confusion there. Sonme
pPeople were told one thing and others told somathing el=zs.
The data seem to indicate different implementation procedures at
each level. Also, a total of gseven teachers were unawvare of what

the sgelection procedures were. Improved communication and

uniformity of procedures cwuld help here.

Curzjc-ium Development
When asked if the cucriculum development component should be
continued in its present form, the teachers answered in the
following way.

Table 3.2

R — (. amn WL emiy eammmSORaET YEYS

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes, Continue as Is 0 6 7 13
No, Do Not Continue 1 o) 0 1
Unsure 7 1 1 S

At the high school level teachers felt good about the goals and
procedures of the progranm. Middle school teachers cormented on
the oenefits of involving & large number of teachers and the
continuity in thne curriculum this would bring to students. Non-
involvement on the part of elersntary teachers resulted in a lack
of knowledge about the progranm.

When as4ked how the goals of the curriculunm projects should
be determined, the largest group of teachers (9) recommended

input from both teachers and the district. Six teachers
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Table 3.4

Extre Responsibility Component of the Career Ladder Plan

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Continue As Is 4 3 6 13
Changes are Nseded 1 2 1 41
Unaware of Specifics 3 2 2 7

In general, teachers accepted this component of the Caraer Ladder
Plan, but there was a significant number in the sample who were
unaware of the specifics of this aspect of the progran.
Communication may be a problesm here, both in terms of selection
criteria and procedures and in terms of actual projects
themselves. Evidence for a lack of information about selection
criteria can be found in the responzes to the next question,
which focused on th:a clearness of critsric and the fairness of
the selection process. Responses to the guastion are shown in
Table 3.S.

Table 3.5

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes, Fair 2 3 S 10
No, Not Fair 4 2 o) 6
Unsure/No Answer 2 2 3 7

There appear to be different perceptions at different levels with
fewer positive views at the elementary level. 1In addition, the
existence of seven respondents who were unsure or had no answer

suggests again a communication problen.
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recommended that the focus should be teacher determined and five
opted for district targeting of curriculunm Project goals.
Arguments for more teacher input focused on the fact that
teachers are closest to students, know their needs best, and
ultimately have to implement curricula. District arguments
centered around curriculum articulation and continuity.

Teacher reactions to the criteria and selection process ars

presented in Teblie 2.3.

Table 3.3
Fairness of the Criteria and Selection Process for Curriculum
Development
ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes, Fair o] 1 S 6
No, Unfair 6 4 1 11
No Answer 2 2 1 S

A comment from the middle school is typical here:
It was a little unclear as o what we were supposed to do
and what the criteria used for gelection were. They should
have researched it rmors.

An elementary teacher coamented on communication pProblems:
No, more clear cut communication is needei. We weren’t

avare this could be done.

Extended Responsibilit
Teachers were asked if the extended responsibility component
of career ladders should be continued in its present form.

Summnaries of teacher responses are® presented in Table 3.4.
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A central organizational force for Rural District’s career
isddsr plan was the Career Ladder Committee which monitored the
implementation of the plan. The following three questions were
designad to measure teacher perceptions of this commiitees. The
first of these asked whether the composition was representative
of the teachers in the district. Teacher responses to this
question are shown in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Fair Representation 7 6 8 21
No, Unfair 1 1 QO 2

Teachers appeared to be satisfied with the composition of the
committes and felt that members of the committee adequately
representead their interests.

The next question asked whether paying teacher
rep..resentatives on a per diam basis was fair. The response was a
unenimous vote of 23 ves.

Finally, an open ended question asked for ways to improve
the workings of this committee. Areas suggested by more than one
respondent included: "spreading the monsy around more" 3,
broader representations through more members (2), and clearer

guidelines and procedures (2).



This section focuses on the superior performnance pay
component of the plan and teachers’ attitudes toward various ways
of evaluating teachers for this component. The first question in
this sequence asked if superior performance pay was a good idea.
The responses are seen in Table 3.7.

Table 3.7

Superior Performance Pay

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Good Idea G 2 S 7
Not a Good Idea 8 49 3 15
Unsure o 1 o 1

Major sentiment for the concept centersd around the beneficial
effects of recognizing and rewarding good teaching. Major
argurents against the idea clustered in two areas. The largest
(6) area of unhappiness ceatared around procedural difficulties
involved in evaluating superior teaching, A smaller number of
teachers (3) commented on the divisive effects of singling out

some for reward while ignoring others.

Teacher Attitudes toward Various iypes

A question about the role of principal evaluation in
determining superior teaching performance brought varied

responses. Nine respondents thought principal svaluation was a
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good idea and explained their position in this way:

We’ve always been evaluated by administrators. I see
no reason to question that.

The next largest response cluster (6) centered around the idea of
the principal having input but that this input should be part of
a8 committee decision. One respondent described optimal principal
input in this way:

They need to be part of it, but there needs to be a
balance of power.

The next most frequent (4) suggestion for ﬁrincipal evaluation
was that it needed to be done more often and more frequently. In
general, teachers seemed to be accepting of the principal’s role
in evaluating superior taaching: there was only one "no"
expressed and there were twe “depends on who the administrator
ia*” responses.

When asked about the apropriateness of peer evaluation in
the identification of superior teaching, teachers responded as=s
shown in Table 3.8.

Table 3.8

Eadadadal i TR Y > 4 - F 8 5 5% 41

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Appropriate 3 3 6 12
Mixed Reaction 3 3 0 6
Not Appropriate 2 1 < S

Teachers, in general, were mildly supportive of this data source,
with high school teachers being the most positive. Even when

teachers replied "yes" they qualified the response with comments
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like, "It’s fine as long as you have someone with the sare
curriculum area” and “You would need to be careful about how much
waight you put on the evaluation." Negative respcnses centered
around the problems that peer evaluation would bring to
professional relationships and the special problems of peer
evaluation in a small community.

Teachers were also asked about the Jicus of peer evaluations
and queried on whether this focus should be the classroom itself
or alternate gsources of data such as lesson plans and atudent

Papers. The responses to these questions are seen in Table 3.9.

Table 3.9

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Include All Componants 3 6 S 14
Include Performance On'v 5 o 1 6
Evaluation Results Only 0 1 1 2
Performance and Plan o o 1 1
Depends on Goals 0 1 0 1

The most common response was to include a number of data sources.

A typical response here was:
It should be broadersd. There’s a lot more to it than just
being in the classroom. Curriculum, lesson plunning, all
are important.

Proponents of classroom performance only focused on the

logistical problems involved in using multiple data sources.

If you start going into all those areas, we’re going to
spend 80 much money and so much time. It will be a waste.

Teachers were also asked about the deairability of including
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parental input through formal surveys. The responses to this
questicn are shown in Table 3.10.

Table 3.10

T et s e mmeae macnmeesn SXEXEEES 2B O

ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes, Good Idea 3 0 2 S5
Nixed Reacticn 0 S 0 5
No, Not & Good Idea S5 2 6 13
Teachers in favor of parental input did so with caution: the

general tone of the positive tsachers was to include this source
of information but “Do not weight it as heavily as the
principal’s.” Teachers against the use of parental input doubted
the validity of this source and mentioned problems of gossiping

and non-objectivity.

Stuvdent surveys were alac exploied &a another source of data
to identify superior teachsrs. Tea~her responses to this
question are geen in Table 3.11.

Table 3.11

TS T IesssmS At eemdas Bme oo ZXXEESs LaadVve

ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes, Include Surveys 49 () () 16
No Surveys 4 1 1 6
Mixed Reaction (o] o} 1 1

“"he data indicate a generally positive attitude toward student

surveys with this deing less so at the elementary level. A
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comwif it from the elementary level captures the essence of their
\'I 'ACBZ‘I'I :

Elementary kids are too young to understand or to
judge.

Teachers at the other levels also cautioned that surveys
should be carefully worded, designed and adrinistered.

The use of student achievement gcores was also explored.
Summaries of teacher reac:ions to this data source are shown in
Table 3.12.

Table 3.12

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes, Include Scores 2 3 2 7
No Scores 3 3 5 11
Mixed Reaction ? 1 1 S

Problems mentioneZ included tesching to the test, comparing
classes with high and low ability students, and mneasurement
problems in specific areas of the curriculum (e.g., foreign
languages or physical education).

Self-evaluation was an additional source of information
explored. Teachers were generally favorable sbout the idea of
self-evaluation. Respondents generally felt that teachers could
be critical about themselves and that the introspective process
could be a valuable one.

Finally, the idea of including input from co-workers such as
secretaries and janitors was explored. The responses were fairly

negative with 15 "no", four qualified “yes"” and only three "yes".
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The major problem here was a lack of expertcise and perspective.

Teacher Participation In the System
To get some indication of past and future participation
rates we first asked if the teachers in our sample had been
involved in any of the various components of the system during

the first year. Teacher responses are summarized in Tabkle 3.13.

Table 3.13

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Extended Days 8 7 7 22
Superior Performance 0 1 3 4
Extended Responsibility 3 6 3 12

While all 22 respondents participated in extended days, <there
were liower participation rates for extended responeibility <12)
and superior performance (4). Also, across grade levels there
were uneven participation rates for the latter two categories.
Teachers applying for extended responsibility typically mentioned
some project they had in mind for which they needed time and
resources. No participants in the latter two categories
mentioned time and philosophical differences with the ideas as
nmajor deterrents to participation.

When asked if they planned to participate in various aspects
of the plen in the future, teachers resvonded according to the

results shown in Table 3.14.
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Table 3.14

Future Participation in the Carseer Ladder Progran

o o e vy, S e, e R T s S e

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Extended Days 3 7 7 17
Superior Performance 1 1 9 6
Extended Responsibility 3 13 q 13
Would not participate 3 0 1 -
Unsure 1 0 1 2

Noney was mentioned as a major motivator a number of times and
the fact that funds available for the second year would double
was =2lao mentioned. Increased time demands were mentioned
frequently as a major factor in not participating in extended
responsibilities. Philosophical differences with the idea of
superior performance were the most often offered reason for non-

participation in the superior perfornmance category.

- e e . e SR emamEn Gh AR AR em G o e an e e e o o on O o o
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To investigate the effect of carwer ladders on professional
relationships in this district, teacher: -e asked how career
ladders had changed relationships with peers, principals, and
between participant and nonparticipant teachers. In addition,
they were asked how the cermer jadder system had affected morale

and aself esteem.

= e . i - e - e P s S ——— S G o o=

When asked how career ladders had affected relations among

teachers, respondents answered according to the results presented



in Table 3.15.

Table 3.1S

Effects of the Career Ladder Plan on Relations Among Facr:ity

Nembers

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
It Had No Effect o 3 3 6
Slightly Negative 3 2 3 8
Very Negative S 1 » 2 8
Positive Effect 0 2 1 3

The gensral reection to this question was either slightly or
significantly negative witl: mcres negativity at the elenmentary
level. Typical positive comments included thes following:

It’a had some good results. Teache:s 4doii’t want to

look bad compared to others in preparing orograms.

It’s been healthy competition. I think everyone’s

been pretty darn cordial about it. I den’t feel

resentment. I don’t see any bickering.

Typical negative comments were:
I see it dividing teachers and making then less willing
to share. I’ve seen a definite change: The attitude is

they’re getting paid for it -- let them do it. There
is resentment among some teachers.

ECRNRER-T -2 Y 2 P 3 415 4

Teachers were also asked how the career ladder system had
changed relationships betweer administrators and teachers. A

summary of their responses is found in Table 3.16.

Table 3.16

I T S Vo S S S T T —— — S S o o S —— e — -
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ELEH MIDDLE HS TOTAL
No Effect ' 6 5 6 17
Positive Effect 0o 1 1 2
Negative Efiect 1 1 0 2
Unsure 1 0 1 2

Respconses to this question were much more neutral then to the
previous one linking career ladders and teacher relations. Cine

comment appears to explain a large part of this neutrality:

Not a very strong effect because they gave the decision to
the comaittee. The anxiety is between the committee and
teachers. The administrators are passing the buck. The
comnittee made all the decisions.

Relations Between Career Ladder and Non-Career !adder
Teachers
In reply to a queation focusj on the effect of the career

ladder system on relations stw. '-n participant and non-
participant teac rs, the raspondents ans-....ed according “o the

results found in rable 3.17.

Table 3.17
Effects on Relatious Between Participant and Non-Participant
Jeachers

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
No Effect 0 6 3 9
3lightly Negative 7 1 q 12
Very Negative 1 0 1 2
Positive Effect o] (o (o (o
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Negative comments centered arcund feelings of jealwrcy and

resentment abcut non-involvement and limits to communics “isn, for

exanple:
I feel like career ladder teachars can’t talk about
career ladders around non-career laddar teachers bacause
@ career ladder teacher can’t come out and say -- well, I’m
working on such and such a project for superior parformance.
Non-career ladder teachers will reaspond negatively o this
situation.

Teachers were asked to comment on the effect of the system
on esteenm, contribution, and wmorale. Their responses are
sunmmarized in Table 3.18.

Teble 3.18

Effects of the Career Ladder Plan on Esteem, Contribution aud

Mora. -

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Tes S 2 3 10
No Effect 3 2 S i1
Unsure 0 2 o 2

Fositive comments focused on extcnded contract days. Negative
comments focussad on competition and th~ effects of non-
participation. These factors are expressed typically here:
Those who got it, it probably helped their morale; those
that didn’t were disappointed. I would say it raised the

norale of career ladder teachers and lowered the morale
of non-career ladder teachers.

In this final section, teachers’ responses to an open-ended

question about how the system could be improved are analyzed.
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The most common response to this question (7) w&s to increase the
pay for all teachers and to broaden the participation
opportunities to include more teachers. This was fcllowed by a
call for more extended days and refinements to ths way that the
program was administered (5). These latter comments focused on
clarifying ecriteria and providing more fesdback to applicants.
Finally, four teachers recommended refining the superior

performance category or doing away with it entirely.



Guestionnaire Data Sumnary

Rural District

Fifty-six teachers in the district completed a 33 item
questionnaire form designed to sample teacher opinion concerning
the district’s Career Ladder Plan. Teachers were asked to respcond
1% 'Nymously accerding to a tightly anchored five point Likert
scale. The scale was used to assess tha degree to which teuichers
agreed or disagreed with statements concerning the specifics of
the district’s progranm. The scale was constructed in the
following manner:

1= Strongly 2= Somewhat 2= Neutral 4= Somewhat 5S= Strongly
Agree Agree Disagr=e ‘‘1sagree

A complete 1listing of +the statements and descriptive
atatistics for teacher responses may be found in Appendix 3-3.
Severs) itens are smntioned here however, becausw the
gquestionnaire data correlates with dats gathered through the
interviews.

In Rural District, teacher respc.’8® to the Career Ladder
Plan in the interviews was mixed. This is reflected in the
questionnaires in that many mean responses for teachers were near
the neutral rating of thrce (3) and many large standard
deviations were found. One statement with with teachers did state
clear agreerent on however concerned a lack of adequate funding
for the program. Mean teacher response was 2.000 with an SD of
1.127. Recall that this was a popular suggesticn madw regarding
improvements for the present system. Another statement which

teachers tended to agrea more il dsugree with wes that carser

87



ladders discourages cooperation ancng faculty. The mean response
for teachers was 2.345 with an SD of 1.174. 1In the interviews,
many teachers expressed discomfort with the notion that
compstition might discourage the sharing of teaching methods with
other teachers. Teachers expressed mild agreemaent with the
statement “The Career Ladder Program has hurt the relationship
between teachers” (Mean of 2.500, SD of 1.191) and niid
disagreement with the statement “The Caroo: Ladder Prograr has
helped the relationship between teachers" (Mean of 3.911, SD of
0.959). These data reflect the cautious wait-and-see attitude
expressed by many of the teachers duzring the interviews,

The interview data indicets that while many teachers were
suspicious or had negative attitudes toward Rural District’s
Career Ladder Plan, teachers thoucht that the district waes trying
to and, in fact, hLad done the best possible job of designing the
program given the circumstances. Questionnaire data confirmud ths
interview data obtained in th.:: = ... Teachers axpressed gsneral
agre~ment vwith the stat. . .t *...,our district is following the
intent the state legislature has established for career ladder
money."” The mean response was 2.058. Teachers also responded
negatively to the statement “Terminate our achool’s progrem. It
cannot Lte rehabilitated.” This statement pPrompted the must
extreme disag:reement from teachers out of all the questionnaire
items. The mean response was 4.234 with an SD of 1.047. These two
items suggest that while many teachers did not like the plan

100%, most felt it was preferable t- no plan at all.
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Rural Diastrict Questionnaire Data

STATEMENT # MEAN SD
1. 3.S18 1.221
2. 3.055 1.208
3. 2.345 1.174
4. 2.727 1.162
5. 3.911% . 959
6. 3.400 1.241
7. 2.768 1.440
8. 3.750 1.430
9. 3.455 1.3

10. 2.500 1.191

11. 3.518 1.335

12. 3.073 1.200

13. 2.000 1.127

14. 4.019 1.141

RE ' 3.43¢ 1.288

16. 3.625 1.301

17. 2.979 1.176

18. 2.673 1.438

19. 3.556 1.396

20. 1.58% 1.125

21. 2.849 1.446

22. 2.846 1.460

23. 2.05¢ 1.037

24. 2.127 1.248
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25. 2.074 1.195

26. 2.302 1.422
27. 3.111 1.369
28, 3.982 1.213
29. 2.018 1.053
30. 1.750 1.148
31. 2.979 1,189
32. 3.143 1.307
33. 4.234 1.047
SECTION II

1. CONTINUOUS SERVICE Mean = 10.380
2. FULL-TIME TEACHER = 45 PART-TIME TEACHER = S
NR <NO RESPONSE> = 6

3. SEX MNALE = 23 FEMALE 23 NR <NO RESPONSE> = 10
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CHAPTER FOUR

URBLN D.STRICT CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY
Information for .his case study was gathered through
interviews held at various schools in the district. Seventy-one
isachers from elementary, nmiddle, an high schools in the

district were interviewed.

General Description

This district is in an urban area that has a more diverse
population than the average Utah district. Students are drawn
essentially from the surrounding community which is supportcd by
various industries and businesses.

The urban setting provides access to two major univarsities
for teachers who are interestsd in furthering their educaticn. It
also allows the community to have cne of the more xracially
diverse populations with the district havirg a white oopulation
of 80x (the state average being 95% Caucasian). Hispanics are
second in representation, accoutiting for roughly 14.5% of the
students.

Vulike most districts in the state, this is one of the few
districts that has a declining or stegnant population. Lay-offs
have resulted in an overall loss of population that has in turn
affected school enrollment. This lack of growth has had
secondary effects on teacher population as fewer new teachers
have bean lLired, causing the average toacher ag# to increase.

Selaries in this district havy consistently been slightly below
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the state average.

The teacher and student distributions for the 1384-8S
acadenic year are presented in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1

1284-85 Approximete Teacher and Student Distribution Per Scheos..

Schools Teachers Students
ELENM 15 260 6,000
¥ 'DDOLE 4 14. 2,600
HS q 15¢ 3,000
TOTAL 23 550 12,600

Note. There are also approximately 15 teachers in the district

who work throughout the district in more than one school.

The district also had over 30 administretors (including
superintendents, assistant superintendents. supervisors and
coordinators, principala, and assistant priacipals) with 13 in
@lementary schools, eight in nmiddle schools, and seven in

secondary schools.

The Career Ladder Plan

An initial steering committee was formed of individuals from

the following sreeas:

Administrators 4
School Board Members 2
Teachers q
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Parents 11

The purpose of this committee was to formulate an initiai draft
of Urian District’s Career Ladder Plan. An ongoing commid.ss
later -uveloped to refine and implement the plan. This ongoing

cony .ttee was composed of:

Adninistrators 10
Schooul Board Members 2
Teachers 15
Lommunity Members &

The steering committee submitted their draft first to the
Schoocl Board for approval and then to the State 0Office of
Educ~*ion. Next it was given to the assistant superintendent anA
the ¢ strict curriculum comamittes to implement. A draft of these
inplemeniation procedurez was formed and sent for review to three
succescive acreening committees composed of tea~isrs at the
elementary, middle, and high school levels. This draft was then
forwarded to the principal’s screening committee for comment and
review, Concern was expregsed kv members of the principal’s
screening committee over the centrality of the principal in the
svaluation process.

After reviewing the draft, the curriculur committee

established tentative criteria and sent these criteria tc the

ongoing career ladder commnittee. Simultaneously, a commrittee
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composed of principals approved a draft of an evaluation form
which they would use. They also gave final approval for the
district’s Career Ladder Plan, which then went back to the
curricu.um committee for revision and implementation.

The plan was disseminated for implementation at a
principals’ meeting. This was followed by an inservice reating
for the principals to clarify +the particulars involved in

undertaking the Urban District Career Ladder Plan.

when formulating their Career Ladder Pli:n, the district
determined that it would be beneficial for tes :ers to have extra
days for preparation, curriculum developmeri, and inservice
training. This would enable them t» be betta: prepared and more
effective in the classroom. Almost fiity percent of .he
distric.‘s £470,00C career ladder budget wae allocated toward
extended i ..

The mus.er teacher step was designed to be an incentive for
increased teacher efficiency in the classroom. It was hoped that
the addi*tional mav involved in this step would make teaching more
competitive with other professi...al positions, thereby providing
an incentive for good teuchers to remain in the classroonm. The

criteria ostablished for outstanding teachers included the

follow ' -y3

Classroom climate

Respect for digrnity of students
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Respected by othe' professionals ard staff
Provides evidence of appropriate student growth
Willing to share teaching techniques
Understanding of students

Positive rapport with parcnts

Student discipl:ne

Effective use of teaching techniques

Additionally, it was determined that if teachsers accepted
additional assignments they wouid bo compensated for +hese
duties.

Wn.le par*icipation in the extended days portion of the
district’s Career Ledder Plan was nandatory, the remaining steps
of the Plan were voluntary. There were no quotas on the district
comnmittees. There was an original quota of 100 for the Level
Four master leachar award whicih was later increased as more funds

became available.

Structural Features of the Plan
Urban District’s Career Ladder Plan featured four lavels.
Within these four levels were three msin corporents: extendod

days, extra pay for taking on extended responsibilities in the

3
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form of participation on district committees, and 2 nonetary
award for being recognized as a master teacher. Initially,
approximately $470,000 was allocated to fund the program.
Slightly less than 50X of these funds (8216,000) went into
funding the extended days portion of the plan while the remaining
money (approximately 254,000) went into the fuacding of extended
responsibilities and master teacher awards (sae Ampendix <-12.

Level One of the plan included the ectended contract
days and was mnandatory for all certified personnel, eo.g9.,
teachers, media specialists, special teacher psychologists, etc.
Level ona teachers were paid anywhare from 3232 to $450 for three
extra days. The exact nature of teacher responsibilities during
this tire was handled differently by each school. Some schools
required thsat teachers participate in activivies such as parent-
teacher confererces, inservice meetings held in t! » respective
buildings, and lesscn planning. Other schooils requi "ed only that
the teacher be present in the building with the understanding
that the teacher could work on anything he or she needea tc work
on, e.g., grades, lesson planning, room preparation, oarent -
teachar meetings, etc.

Level Two of the plan was reserved for those teachers
who chose not to submit a career ladder application. No
reruneration was extanded to these teachera.

Level Three of the plan included those teachers who
took on extended responsibilities. These responfibilities took
the form of service on district-wide committees such as the
writing committee, discipline committee, computer education

committee, etc. The purpose of these committees was to 1) improve
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instructional programs by developing curriculums, 2) increase
communication and cooperation among departments and faculty, and
3) develop a network of elenentary school team leaders to improve
curriculum and instruction. To qualify for Level Three, the
teacher was required to be a certified employee of the district
and have a minimum of three years of teaching experience. It was
also presumed that inclusion on a committee indicated needed
expertise in the area of participation. Committee participants
were paid $10.60 per hour.

In order to serve within the district at Level Three, the
teacher was required to have tenure and nmnust have displayed
professional expertise/in a variety of (not-specified) curriculunm
areas. The teacher must also have volunteered for service and
have been chosen by a committee chairperson.

Teachers at Level Four of the plan received a cash award of
£1,000. In order to qualify for this master teacher award, the
teacher was required to have tenure and must have been noninated
themselves or be nominated by another teacher, parent(s), or
adrinistrator(s). Any applicant who wished to create a file for
Level Four was required to sign a waiver which forfeited the
right to review information in the file. This included all
evaluative feedback from parents and administrators.
Admninistrators evaluated the candidate according to a series of
criteria developed by the career ladder committee. These criteria
focused on the teacher’s classroom performance (see Appendix 4-3).
and covered the fcilowing areas: classroom climate, respect for

the dignity of students, supported and respected by other

37




4-8

professionals and school staff, provides evidence of appropriate
student growth in askills, willingness to sahare teaching
techniques &snd materials, understanding of students, positive
rapport with parents, student discipline, and effective use of
teaching techniques. Each candidate was rated on a gcale of one
to 10 with one being lowest and 10 being highest. Upon completion
of the files, each building administrator rank ordered the files

and submitted them to the district office.

Teacher Perceptions of The Systenm
Seventy-one teachers in Urban District responded to a series
of questions dealing with the district’s Career Ladder Plan. The

interview questions may be found in Appendix 4-2.

Thirty-one of the 71 teachers interviewed were asked to
discus:s how much they knew about the district’s career ladder

program. The results are given in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2
Teacher Knowledge of the District’s Career Ladder Program
ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Know Alot 1 0 2 3
Know Sonme 2 7 S 14
Know Little 49 = q i4

HNost of these teachers claimed to have some or little knowledge

of the system. Some degree of knowledge meant that they could
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generally explain most, but not all features of the plan. The
nunber of teachers who knew little about the plan was far greater

than those who said they were very knowledgeable about the plan.

D Eme T TR Gmn e A wmt D D Mt i M T W e A e M ey oy

Teachers were asked how they used their extended days. Tha
most common vesponse was that the extra time was used for
grading. Another common response wis that the time was spent in
classroom preparation as well as in parent-teacher conferences.

The strongest theme to emerge in this area was the idea that
teachers were finally being compensated for work they otherwise
did on their own time. The teachers were pleased that the
district was attempting to provide support, recognition, and
compensation for themnm.

When asked how the extended days portion of the Career
Ladder Plan might be improved, three suggestions were most
common. The most common suggestion (10) was to let teachers
decide on how the time should be spent and, above all, make this
time unstructured. This opinion was most strongly voiced by the
niddle school teachers who worked in buildings whare structured
activities were scheduled for thenm during their extended days.
Other suggestions wera offered as well. Teachers thought that the
district should provide additional days at the end of terms (9)
as well as add more days (8). Again, the positive way in which
teachers viewed the whole concept of extended days plus the
negative res&action toward scheduled activities during this time

should be noted.
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Interviewees wera asked if they had served on a district
committee and, if so, was it a good experience for them. Those
who did not participate were asked if they had wanted to sgerve.
Sixty-eight teachers responded to this question. Out of the 68,
39 served on committees and 29 did not. Several people served on
more than one committee. 26 described their committee experience
as being good. This comment was highly representative for those
teachers who enjoyed their experiences on th; committees:

In ten previous years I’ve served on similar committees

and have not been monetarily compensated. Getting eome

monetary compensation improves my general outlook and

performance. I enjoy giving input as well.
Fifteen individuals thought that their experience was a poor one,
while 3ix had no opinion. One teacher, whose response was typical
of thoase who had poor experiences, had this to say about serving
on a cormittee:

No, it makes work. The committees I’ve dealt with were

things we would have done anyway. It became more elaborate

and drawn out just because you wera getting money for it...

Most committee work is busy work.

Several teachers servecd on mcre than one committec. Many stated
that their experience on one committee was good while it was poor
on the other comaittee(s). There were no teachers anrong tihose who
wers interviewed who had positive experiences on all of the
committees on which they served. There may have been a fatigue
factor for these teachers. With their extra committee assignments
Plus their regular teaching load, they may have been too busy to

make the kind of contribution that would have made it a positive

experience for thea.
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Those teachers who did not participate were asked if they
had wanted to sarve on a committee. Out of 29 interviewed who did
not serve, 20 gaid they would have wanted to, while nine said
they did not. Several teachers pointed out that these axtra
responsibilities were not available to all the faculty--
paryicularly those teachers invoived in coasching athletics and
drama. Their activities met during times which had been set aside
for committe¢ neetings. Because of this scheduling confiict,
these teachers could not avail themselves of the career ladder
funds asgsociated with district committees. One teacher described
the situation this way:

I would have liked to gserve on a committee but coaches

have a hard time participating in this ladder except

for the initial step becauase of our time schedule. There
is no set up for us to get extra money.

Teachers were asked to discuss whether the selection Process
used to deterxine committee memberships was clear. Responses to
this question are summarized in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

ELLEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes-Process was Clear S 4 7 16
No-Process was Not 4 9 le 22
Not Sure S 7 3 1S5

The majority of teachers interviewed thought that the selection
process was poorly defined and unclear.

Teachers were asked to discuss whether they thought the

101



selection process was fair. Responses to this question are
summarized in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4
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ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes-Process was Fair 49 S 6 1S
No-Process was not Fair 3 3 13 1s
Cannot Judge 6 7 ' S 22

At the elementary schools, teacher reaction was mixed
concerning the fairness of the selection process. The majority of
teachers interviewed did not think they had enough information to
indicate whether the process was fair. An elementary teacher
conmented:

I don‘t believe there was a seiection process of any

kind. A new principal came irn and basically followed

the committees we had in the past.

At the middle schools, teachers were split evenly when asked
about the clarity and fairness cf the selection process. For
those who felt the process was clear and fair, this conment
sunmarizea their thoughts:

It was very fair. It was announced through the district
bulletin, and the first peoples who applied wers taken...

At the high sachools, a much stronger and more negativa
sentiment emerged. By almost a two to one margin, teachers
thought that the process was unclear and unfair. Much of this
criticism centered around the fact that several teachers were
appointed to two or more comaittees (several teachers did not

even apply, yet they were appointed oy administrators) while
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others who applied were not selected for service on any
comnitteas. One teacher commented:

It doesn’t appetr to have been very clear. It seens to
have been very arbitrary. There were no clear-cut criterie.

Anotlier teacher had this to say:

It’s the same people on several committees. I think they
picked the people they wanted. They do this all the tise.

A concern which emerged in this area was the relatively high
number of teachers who, for various reasons, did not understand
the process. Either these teachers did not take the tine to find
out or the dissemination of information was not very effective.

In any case clear-cut, uniform guidelines could have helped.

Those teachers who participated on district committees were
paid $10.60 an hour. Teachers were asked whether or not this was
a fair fcrm of remuneration for committee participation. Results
for this question are shown in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5
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ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes-Fair 21 14 is S4
No-not Fair 6 1 9 16

By more than a three to cne margin. teachers approved of
this furm of payment for sorvice on district committees. Those
that did not approve thought the figure was too low. Ssaveral of
the teachers wers extressly displeased with the way in which the

district paid out the funds for committee service. One tcacher
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described it this way:
Well, naturally, #10.60 an hour is a rather low wage
considering it is overtime. Then rather than paying with
separate checks, the (Districtl) throws it on your paycheck,
and $10.60 an hour becomes S5 or $6 an hour. Often the
accounting has been sloppy, too.

As was mentioned before howaver, moust teachers were in favor of

this form of remuneration. This comment catches the overwhelming

positive gentiment.

Yeah, teachers in the past have had to put time in and
not get paid, so this is good. :

Teachers were asked about ways to improve this aspect o: the
district’s Career Ladder Program. The rasponses were guite
diverse, yet several clear-cut themes energed. Seven teachers
thought the pay should be increased. Seven teachers thought that
wider faculty participation in the committees should Le allowesd.
Widor participation meant accepting for service everyone who
wanted to be on a committes. Teachers thought this would sgpread
the money around more fairly as well as allow for more varied
input through increased faculty participation. Six teachers
expressed concern that the committees were not productive. They
thought that the committees might be more productive if thea
diutrict would provide more direction, focus, and quality control

0 that the money would be spent in the best possible way.

Level Four Master Teacher Award
A% previously mentioned, Level Four is the carcer ladder
step in which a teacher receives £1,000 for exemplary
performance. Teachers were asked what they thought of the various

dimensions of this level. What follows is an analysis of their
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responses.

Teachers were asked if they favored self-ncmination as the
primary means of nomination for the master teacher award. The
results are shown in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6
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ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL

Favor Self-%omination 7 2 12 21
Do Not Favor Self-Nomination 12 11 14 37
Not sure 4 2 3 9

The data indicate thst most teachers do not favor self-nomination
as the primary way in which teachers are nominated for the master
teacher award. In most cases, those who were against sgelf-
nomination expressed strong dissatisfaction with this aspect of
the plan. The following comment captures the essence of this
dissatisfaction:

I have strong feelings against it. I’m very much against

it. It becomes divisive. One of our finest teachers didn’t

noninate himselsf.

Another teacher had this to say:
If you’re an egotist, it’s great. It’s a terrible way. It
puts teachers in a position to publicize and advertise
for themselves. It’s also semi-degrading.

Those teachers who favored self-nomiriation viewed this aspect of

the plan as a necessary and acceptable mesns to an end. One

teacher had this te say:



I think it is an excellent idea. Any teacher who feels
they are doing a better job ought to nominate themselives.
A teacher knows if they are doing a good job.
Another teacher who favored self-nomination brought wup the
concept of fairness:
Yes, because you wouldn‘t nominate yourself if you didn’t
think you were worthy to get it. That cuts out favoritism
for sure.
Several taeachers mentioned that peer nomination might be an
acceptable alternative to self-nomination. These teachers thought

that a peer noaination system would place needed emphasis on

the recognition of exemplary classroom teaching skills.

Perceptions Of How Many Teachers Would Receive The Master
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Teacher Award

Teachers were asked what percantage of the district’s
teachers would receive the award. They were also asked if this
figure was, in their opinion, too high or too low. They were also

asked to speculate on what this percentage should be. The results

are shown in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7
Percentage of Individuals Receivins the Master Teacher Award
X of Teachera Receiving s$1,000
ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL

No Opinion/Don‘’t Know - 7 15 22

10 Percent - 2 6 8

20 Percent - S 10 15

30 Percent - 4 4 8

40 to 50 Percent - 1 1 2
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It is necessary to note that under the “No Opinion/Don’t Know"
category, six HS and three MS teachers (total of nine) did not
know how many teachers would receive the master teacher awvard.
Nine HS and four MS teachers (total ¢” 13) had no opinion or did
not care to comment on what the percentage of teachers receiving
the award should be. Most teachers thought that roughly 20x of
the faculty would receive the master teacher award, which was
close to the actual original figure.

Teachers were also asked whather they thought the number of
teachers who would receive the master teacher award was too high
or too low. Responses to this question are summarized in Table
4.8.

Table 4.8
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ELEXN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Too Low 12 9 18 39
Too High 3 1 1 S5
Just Right 2 1 2 5

The data indicate that most teachers thought thet asomewhere
between 15% to 35% of the teachers in the district would receive
the award. The above figures indicate that the majority of
tesachers in the district think the percentage of teachers
receiving the 1,000 was too low.

When asked what the perceantage of teachers receiving the
§1,000 award should be, fewer teachers wers willing to commit to

a particuler percentage. The results are summarized in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9
Nunber of 1Individusls that Should Receive the Master Teacher
Award

10% 20x 30x 40x 50x &0X 80X 100%x Against quotas

ELENM - - - - - - - - -
MIDDLE 1 0 0 0 9 0 2 S 0
HS 0 3 3 1 2 1 6 2 2
TOTALS 1 3 3 1 6 1 8 7 2

The data suggest a discrepancy between what teachers think is
happening and what they would like to see happer. Most teachers

award while many teachers thought that 50% and 100x should
receive it. This phenomenon relates back to the fact that
orginelly, $100,000 was set aside for this step in the career
ladder and that 100 teachers in the district would receive the
award. With approximately S60 teachers in the district, ¢this
would mean that less than one fifth of the teachers would
qualify. Many teachers felt that in terms of the criteria being
used to evaluate master teachers, there were more than 100 master
teachers in the district. In fact, 80% was the most common figure
suggested for the number of teachers who should receive the
award. This reflects strong teacher sentiment that not enough

teachers would be recomnized at this step of the district’s

Career Ladder Plan.
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The principal at sach school played a central role in the
gelection of those teachsrs who receive the £1,000 aw..rd.
Toachers were asked if they thought this was a good idea. Results
are shown inr Table 4.10
Table 4.10

Teacher Opinions Concerning the Central Role Assumed by the

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes-Good Idea 8 S 11 28
No-Not a Good Idea 8 3 12 23
Depens on Type of Principal 7 2 0 9
Better Done by Comm: ttee S 1 8 14

In general, teachers were hesitant concerning the principal’s
central role in the selection process. In the middle schools,
however, teachers were more positive concerning the principal’s
central role. The elementary and high school teachers interviewed
were evenly divided on this issue. There were a number of
teachers (8) in the high schools endorsing the idea of a central
committee being organized to make master teacher selections. It
should be noted that because of district personnel changes, all
principals were new to their buildings this year. At the time of
this writing, it was difficult to ascertain what the effects of
these changes have been.

Those in favor of the principal having a central role in the

selection of naster teachers are represented by this comment:

109




Yes, it’s an excellent idea. He should be the pilot
and master of the ship...He should be able to say if
people are supporting the goals he haz set up.
Those in favor of & centralized committee rather than 6ne

individual playing a central role in the process responded in

this manner:

I think he should be part of it but neot the only voice...

I really don’t think he had the expertise in every aubject

natter to be the only voice.
Another point must be made. Several teachers stated that they had
never been visited in their classroom by a principal for this
evaluation even though an evaluvation was supposed to have taken
place. These teachers (and others) had serious doubts about how
this evaluation process was being implemented. One comment sums
up their concerns:

The evaluation process this district has is fair and

adequate for weeding out bad teachers. It is not adegquate

for finding superior teachers...l’ve never had a principal
in my clezasroonm.

eSS eEems s ememesmemm Rmeamn MRl oS smEs ARl

A form asheet was developed by the career ladder planning
comnmittee which embodied the criteria used to evaluate Level Four
nominees (see Appendix 4-3). Each nominee was ranked on a scale
of one to ten with one being lowest and ten being highest. The
nominee’s rating consisted of his/her total number of points
awarded by the evaluator. The highest possible score would be
100. Teachers were asked what they thought of these criteria.

Kkesults are shown in Table 4.11.
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Table 4.11
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ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Posiltive Reaction 16 6 8 30
Negative Reaction 2 0 13 15
Mixed Reaction 8 S S 22

In summarizing the results from this question three thenmes
emerged. First, several teachers mentioned that they had nrnever
seen the evaluation criteria. These teochers thought this was a
nistake and that they should have been given guidelines on how
they were going to be evaluated. Secondly, moet teachers found
fault with the evaluation pﬁfcedure and not the form itself. One

teacher commenting on the form said this:

Overall, this is a fine form, and these are things a good
teacher should follow.

Many teachers again mentioned during the interview that they had
never been observed. Others gaid thet not enough time was spent
evaluating them. One teacher commenting on the form had this to
say:

No one can evaluate my teaching this closely. These

are all basic things to teaching. There’s nobody who’sa

been in my class enough to evaluate me. Unless they’ve

been in my ciass a week they don’t know what I’m doing.
Another teacher in one of the high schoola responded this way:

This doesn’t mean anything to me. How can you judge

what these categories mean? How can you judge these

things in one twenty minute visit?
A third theme which smarged from teucher raaponses was a concern

surrounding e&n overemphasis in the evaluations on classroom

appearance and rapport with parents. This comment catches the
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concern expressed by teachers:

Much of this strikes me as a ‘pleasa let’s have good

public relations...let’s have a nice showy classr-onm,

well decorated, let’s get along with children...’It seenms

that competence as a teacher is underplayed.
Several teachers expressed grave concerns about the way in which
administrators were filling out the evaluative forms. Many of
those teachers who expressed mixed reactions liked the criteria
and the »>valuation form but questioned the procedure used in
completing the form. Persiastent rumors emerged that principals
were simply giving all of their teachers tens in an effort to
make their school look best in the final evaluations. Several
teachers confirmed thes® rumours but did so with the stipulation
that they not be identified. They were clearly concerned that
they might be punished in some way. Regardless of whether these
rumors are true, it does point out that teachers thought

improvements had to be made in the methodology of evaluating

nomninees for Level Four.

Anonymous Input From Parenis
Parents could place anonymous input into a Level Four
nominee’s file. Teachers were asked whether they thought this was

a good idea. Their answers are shown in Table 4.12.

Table 4,12
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ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Approve 13 o 1 14
Do Not Approve S S 13 31
Mixed Feelings 6 8 1l 30

Note. Under the heading of "M xed Feelings™, many of these
teachers did not mind parental input as much as they minded <the

notion of the input being anonymous.

For those teachere interviewed, a very strong sentiment emerged
against parents being allowed to provide anonymous input into a
rnoninee’s file. The fact that the input is anonymous seema to
have been what teachers objected to most strenucusly. This
comment is quite representative:

I surely think if they are going to have something put

into my file, I should know who said it, and I should
have a chance for rebuttal.

Principals were reguirad to complete the evaluation form
Previously discussed. The district’s career ladder planning
comrmittee decided that these evaluations would not be shared with
nominees. Nomine?®s were required to 8ign a waiver upon submitting
an application which indicated that they were aware of this fact.
Teachers were asked what they thought of this procedure. The
resultes are shown in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13

Attitudes toward Waiving the Right of Access to the Career Ladder

D D - —— —— — ——— f——— — e
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ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
No Problins 9 S 2 131
Want Access to Files 20 10 26 56

Once again, those teachers interviewed seemed to be gquite
unhappy with the way the district organized this component of the
Career Ladder Plan. This sentiment seemed to be stronger in the
elementary schools and high schools where 46 of 52 teachers
interviewed did not approve of the Principals’ evaluations being
kept secret from the nominees. Many comments in this area were
quite strong, for example:

What’s the use of evaluation if you don’t find out

what you are doing well and what you need to improve.

It’s the moat inane, stupid approach I’ve ever heard...
it’s dumb.

One of the high school teachers had this to say:
Obviously it’s a craven and cowardly act on the part of
the administration...They were afraid of the heat they
mnight receive.

A more moderate response was:
Golly, I think he has a right to a certain amount of
privacy with his evaluation. However, if I was an

applicant, I’d certainly want to know why I waan’t
selected.

Those who agreed that the principals’ evaluations should be kept
secret responded like this:

It’s fine with me...I don’t think we have time for

a principal to be challenged on every evaluation he

does.

The data reflect strong teacher sentiment that this aspect of the

application process for Level Four should be changed.
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The district’s career ladder planning committee decided that
the names of those teachers who ultinately receive the 51,000
award for exemplary performance would be kept secret. Teachers
were askeid what they thought about this aspect of the career

ladder plan. Results are seen in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14

Confidentiality Surrounding Recipients of Level Four Funds
ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL

Agree with Policy 8 q 1 13

Disagree with Policy 15 S 20 40

Mixed Reaction 2 3 S 1¢

No Opinion 3 2 2 7

By more than a three to one margin, teachers did not agree with
this aspect of the career ladder plan. Again, opposition seemed
strongest in the elementary schools and the high schools. As with
the previous category, most teachers were vehement in their
disagreement. Consider this comment which was guite
repregentative:

What’s the purpose of this? Who are our naster teachers...

If this is to provide us role modela, who’s to be the

nodel? I think it is a farce!
Other words and phrases used by teachers to describe their
thoughte concerning this aspect of the prog:am:

Horrendous...terrible...preposterous...there ian’t a

worse program...morally wrong...breaks ]*: .asletive

intent.

Teachers who favored keeping this information secret made

comments like this one:
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It’s a two-edge sword...It’s nice for everyone to be
known, but then parents would all want that teacher.

Other teachers thought that meking the names public would create
unhealtby competitive situations for teachers. A teacher who
thought this said:

I think it is a necessity to avoid pitting teacher
against teacher.

Teachers were asked if they ware going to #pply for career ladder
positions during the 1985-86 school year. Responses are
summarized in Table 4.1S5.

Table 4.15

Future Partcipation in the Career Ladder PLan

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL

Committees

Yes 15 S S 29

No 11 1 o 12
Naster Teacher

Yes S 6 6 21

No 15 S 16 36
Plan Must Change First 6 6 4 16

The results show that teachers interviewed thought more
positively about service on district committees as oppeosed to
applying for the Level Four master teacher $1,000 awsrd. Of the
41 teachars who responded to the question concerning committse
perticipation, 29 indicated that they would apply for a district

comnittee for the 1985-86 school year. The teachers who responded
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to the question concerning the Level Four award indicated greater
reservations about applying in 1985-86. Most took & wait and see
attitude. Consider this comment:

Not unless there are a lot of changes. Open up the files

for one thing and have a different kind of evaluation

system.
A negative attitude toward Level Four was particularly evident in
the high schools where 16 of 22 teachere interviewed indicated
they would not apply for the 1,000. Several were quite strong in
expressing their thoughts. Several comments like this one were

voiced:

No. I absolutely will not. I want nothing to do with
this system as it exists. It’s immoral and unethical.

There were several responses like this one:

No. I don’t have a good feeling about it. I don’t think

I have to degrade myself by s8oliciting letters or playing

a gane. The money doesn‘t mean that much to me.
One teacher who applied but was not accepted for a committee
position had thias to say:

I’m gcing to keep applying to these committees until

I find out why I’m not on them. I thiank I have valuable

input--J really do.
Teachers who thought they would apply for career ladder positions
in 1985-86 had various reasons. This response is quite
representative of the major reasons teachers had for wanting ¢to
apply:

More than likely...There are financial reasons, and
I’d like the recognition from faculty members.

Financial reasons, recognition from other professionals in the
schools, and the chance to lend input into the system emerged as

the major reasons teachers gave for wanting to apply for career
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ladder positions for 1985-86.
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Teachers were asked to discuss their perceptions of the
effects of the career ladder system on rslationships among
teachers. A total of 70 responses were g:ven to this question.
Forty-three of the respondents indicated that the system was
having negative effects on relationships among teachers. Only two
teachers indicated an awareness of positive effects from the
system. A teacher from the high schools had this to say:

It’s negative. I see people wondering, mistrustful...
It’s divisive.

Seventeen teachers indicated that they did not perceive negative
effects at the time of the interview, yet they thought ¢there
could be negative effects after the 1984-85 school year. Many of
these teachers responded this way:
Not now, it’s too early...There has been talk...I wonder
who ii on the committee. I wonder who applied. I suspect
when we come back in the fall, there are going to be
questions asked. I don’t think it will be good.
Six teachers indicated that they perceived minimal to no
differences as a result of career ladder implementation. Most of

these teachers thought that everyone was going about their

business as usual.

Teachers were asked if they perceived changes in the way
they were relating to administratcrs. Ths majority of teachers

perceived minimal te no differences occurring in these
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relationships. OQut of 70 teachers who responded to the question,
38 perceived no differences. Comments like this one were duite

common.

Not in my building. I think it’s because no one is going

around with a clipboard writing you up on this and that.

Our administration has been very good at standing distant.
Twenty-one teachers who did notice differences in relations
between teachers and administrators thought that there had been
more ingratiating behavior. A minority of teachers thought that

the district’s Career Ladder Plan merely exacerbated an already

poor situation. One teacher said -“his:
++.They’ve always related poorly and it will continue.

Five teachers thought that it was tco éarly tc assess the impact
on relutiéns between teachers and administrators.

It was interesting to note that the majority of teachers
thought that clsar differences emerged in the way they wern
relating to each other, yet they perceived few differsnces in
their relationships with administrators. This séenrs unusual
particularly in light of the strong sentiment expressed
concerning the way administrators were required to evaluate

teachers for career ladder positions.
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Many teachers found this question difficult to answer. Out
of 70 respondents, 15 could not answer or thought that
differences in relations would be apparent only after the 1984-85

career ladder promoticns were made public. Consider this comment:
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We don’t know who the career ladder people are, so at

this point we are getting along fine. However, [jokingly)

if we do find out who the career ladder eople are, we’ll

have to have separate faculty lounges.
Thirty-one teachers thought that there were minimal or no
effects on relations between ca~eer ladder and non-career ladder
teachers. Most teachers thought that because they were
professionals, they would be able to put any differences aside.

0ne of the high school teachers had this to say:

1 personally know who they are [(the career ladder
teachersl, and I don’t see any differences.

Ten teachers thought that there were clear differences between
career ladder and non-career ladder teachers. Not a single
teacher interviewed thought that any positive effects had
surfaced in this area. Many of these teachers commented on the
differences between teachers. One of the high school teachers had
this to say:

It’s divisive. There are a number of teachers who would

be logical candidates but they didn’t apply because of

their principlea about career ladders. When they aee

leas competent people getting ~ 1,000, it will cause

problenms.
These results suggest that the teachers interviewed do not

perceive the district’s Career Ladder Plan as being a poasitive

influence on relations among teachers.

Teachers were asked if the presence of the career ladder
system and any recognition coming from the system had affected
esteem, morale, or contribution. Most of the teachers thought
that morale had been impacted mest. Questions regarding esteen

and contribution resulted in many varied responses. Comments



concerning the overall effects on morale, esteen, and
contribution are shown in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16
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ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
No Effects 14 7 10 31
Positive 3 0 1l 4q
Negative 10 2 6 18

The results indicate most of the teachers interviewed thought
that few effects if arviy were readily visible. Eighteen teachers
thought that morale had been effected negatively. Only four
teachers interviewed thought that morale had been effected
positively. Regarding morale, many teachers responded in this
way:

It’s been a negative effect on morale and salf-esteem
because of the secrecy aspect.

Several teachers were quite angry with the effects of the system

on their morale. One of the high school teachers had this to say:

If I were not to receive career ladder money for being
a meritorious employee, when they come to me next year
and want me to do the same (extrs service work) I’ve
always done, I’1ll tell them to go find one of the
meritorious teachers. 1’11 be damned if I’m going to
do that kind of extra work.
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At the end of the interview, teachers waerc asked to discuss

any improvements they might make in the system. Responses were
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quite variable, yet several themes emerged. These themes are
listed accordiryg v~ frequency with which they were suggested.

1) Twenty-fou: “eachers thought that all secrecy should be
elininated <from the saysatam. Thias included pesting who was on
comnittees, who received money, as well ez going over
administrator evaluations with Level Four nominees. 2) Nineteen
teachers thought that a guota sytem for determining how many
teachers can qualify for master teacher was counterproductive.
They endorsed the idea of giving monetary awards to all teachers
who are performing well. 3) Sixteen t&achers indicated +that
career ladder files should be open for review by teachers. 41
Fifteen teachers thought that the entire system was dysfunctional
and should be discontinued as soon as possible. 5) Twelve
teachers thought that the evaluation process and the criteria by
which nominees were judged should be aspelled out more clearly.
Recommendations included setting specific, clear standards for
what a master teacher is plus a clarification of how this person
is chosen. 6) Twelve teachers thought that more money should go
into the extended days portion of the district’s Career Ladder
Plan. 7)) Nine teachers suggested that peers be allowed to
participate in the evaluation process. They also suggested that
teachers be consulted more concerning the development of
evaluative criteria. 8) Seven teachers thought that the
individuals who perform the evaluations should be nore
accountable. These teachers wanted more visits made by these
evaluators. The number of visits was variable, ranging from three
to seven with an average of about four. 9) Five teachers thought

that the evesluative tool needed more work in the form of fine
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tuning and deemphasis of physical environment evaluation.

Other recommendations were mude. These included: use the
axtra money to raise the base sal&ry schedule rather than furd
career ladders, spread the committee assignments around more
fairly, change the term "Master Teacher," pay teachers to take
refresher classes, use career ladder money to reduce class size,
provide training for evaluators, be more selective and careful
about which parents are chosen to give evaluative input,
eliminate parental input, involve students in the evaluative
process, and use a ballot ard have all teachers vote for master
teachers rather than a self-nomination process.

In summary, teachers were quite pleased with the extended
days portion of the Career Ladder Plan. Reactioﬁ to the dietrict
comrittees was mixed but far more favorable when compared to the
master teacher component of the plan. In this area, teachers were
negative concerning the district’s Career Ladder Plan. They
resented the secrecy, and many thought they were not given ample
opportunity to contribute ideas to the development of the
program--particularly in the area of the evaluation process for

Level Four nominees.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUBURBAN DISTRICT CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY

General Description

This district is one of the largest in the state; it is
also one of the fastest growing. While situated near an urban
area, the district encompasses a wide range of community types
from urban toc bedrcom to rural. The 59 schoeols in the district
employed approximately 2,400 teachers during the 83-84 school
year, while the 84-85 studsnt population was approximately
S57,000. The population is described as being stable, but several
of the schools are in & transitional phase going from
predominantly rural populations to suburban commurities. Thsa
primary source of income for residents is mixed while the racial
mix for tha district is 94.8% Caucasian.

Given the proximity to 'a major urban area, there are
excellent opportunities for post-secondary education, and many of
the teachers have pursuved post-graduate degrees. Generaily,
there is a positive response to education and teachers within the
community, although salaries are scmewhat lowar than the state
average, Faculties at the individual schools vary widely. Scome
of the schools are new and accordingly have rather young

teachers, while others are established with older teachers.

The Career Ladder Plan
While the district as a whole adopted a specific Career
Ladder Plan, three schools in the district were allowed to

develop their own pilot prcgranms. The. remainder of this case
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stuliy will focus on the three pilot programs, one each at the
elementary, middle, and secondary levels. These were established
separately and were tailcred to individually meet the needs of

the particular school.

The High School Pilet Program Planning Process

The high school participants felt that in most districts,
career ladder money resulted from doing additional work rather
than as a reward for quality teaching. They disagreed with this
Philosophy, thinking that teachers should not have to accept
“part time work" to earn the extra money. Additionally, they
felt that teachers need not provide lengthy documenta*ion of new
programs to justify the pay increase. They chose inatead to let
teachers s@valuate other teachers, and those who were chosen as
master teachers would be paid accordingly. No additional work
would be required -- recognition and rewards would be given for

the 1level of excellence already attained. Another point of

consideration in developing the plan was the need to avoid

creating competition among the faculty members. They wanted a
Plan that would create a supportive environment. They also felt
it was important to eliminate quotas -- everyone was eligible to

participate in the pilot Career Ladder Plan if they fit the
Criterion established. Once this philosophy was established, the

specifics of designing the Career Ladder Plan were addressed.

A well-rounded steering committee was selected which
represented all the faculty areas. Members were chosen by the
staff -- each teacher had an opportunity to nominate three people
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to serve on the committee, and the 12 top vote getters became the
represertatives. These 12 individuals were joined by one
adninistrator to form the steering committee.

The initial responsibility of the steering committee was to
meet during the summer and set up guidelines for the school’s
Career Leadder Plan which weres then voted on in the fall by all
the teachers. There was much agreement within the commii:tee and
@ conasiderable amount of communication with the rest of the ataff
during the entire career ladder formation précess. The principal
was seen as a stroag and feir leader who was able to sell the
pilot project idea to the rest of the stuaff. Much of the
administrative and follow-up work (scheduling, organization,
etc.) was handled by the principal.

Because of time constraints, the plan came together guite
fast. Each reprerentative on the romrmittee was given
assignrents, and they would in turn gather information and then
report back to the rest of the comrittee. Initially, this did
not involve more thaa 10 to 15 hours »f actusl committee neeting.
Thne committee was divided arbitrarily into two tesms. one
designed the ladder and the other designed the pay acale. They
continued to meet throughout the school year to evaluate and
update their plan, and this involved an additional 20 to 25 hours
of work.

From the very beginning the plan was well resceived by the
staff. In order to initiate a pilot Career Ladder Plan, they
needed 90% cooperation of the staff, and this early level of

agreement continued into the design and implemeantation phases of
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the progranm.

Initially, the issue to crystalize most quickly was that of
the peer evaluation. This was well received by most everyone,
but the consegusnces of this evaluation created one of the more
difficult issues -- that of having ime to do the evaluations and
trie committee meeting after the evaluation. This was hard to set
up, but they chose to stick with their decision because the
teachers preferred having the input.

During the early stages of the g@nstfuction of ¢the plan
there was no input from the community, including parents. But,

their resconse hus been favoralle.

The diddle School Pilot Program Plamning Process

The general consensus at the middle school was
dissatisfaction with other plans in the state, and the staff felt
they could develop a better plan which would be more appropriate
for their particular school. The prevailing philosophy waa that
the pilot program should involve the entire staff working toward
common goals (school discipline improvement and scholastic
progress). Additionally, there should be some sort of
administrative evaluation of each teachsr and an optional area
for individual and/or team goals. Voluntary participation was an
important factor with all teachers being eligible. A majority of
weight should be placed on the individual goals, where the
teacher h;s the most control and where the actual tesaching

occurs. Taachers would also be able to design thoir own plan to

coincide with their classroom needs. They also feit the term
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“merit pay™ was more appropriate than the term “career ladder*" --

and chose to design their plan accordingly.

The steering committee, which consisted of the principal,
assistart principal, teacher specialist, and six teachers was
selected by the principal. The principcl was a key perticipant
and viewed by the teachers as being competent and fair.

While & management consultant did make a presentation on
productivity in csnjuncticn with the development of the plan, 99x
of the plan was established by the school people. Roughly 30
hours of meetings were involved in the sumnrer, and &an additional
30 hours of time was involved once schoocl was in session.

Each steering committee member was assigned to represent and
meet with other staff members, and all staff members were
included in one of thase groure. This allowed for & high degree
of communication to occur and eliminated some of the resentment
the non-participating teachers may have felt about the plan.
Therefore. the plan was viewed as being fair. The committee was
quite flexible even after the plan was underway. Expression of
opinions was always encouraged and changes were made, keeping the
process an open one to which everyone had asccess. Additionally,
the principal enccuraged everyone to participate and gave people
cptions cn how to communicate with hinm.

Everyone had an equal vote on the comrittee, and the input
from various areas swvas balanced. While there were no pearents on
the committee, they ended up being supportive, and, in

retrospz=ct, thia was one oversight that the participants felt
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should be changed.

There were no easy planning issues -- the entire process was
long and arduous. The fact that there would be voluntary
participation and that all teachers would be @ligible promoted a
high degree of morale early in the planning stages. A difficult
issue to resolve was that of the evaluation process, Since the
balance of the career ladder money was based on evaluative
evidence, there was a great deal of discussion as to what areas
should be evaluated, whc would do the evulﬁetion. and what was
important. This led to feelings of apprehension on the part of

many of the teechers.

In setting up the Career Ladder Program at the elementary
school, the prevailing philosophy was that teachers should be
able to tailor the program to fit the needs of their individual
classroonms. They wanted to maintain local control over the
schoool’s pilot Career Ladder Plan instead of having unknown
individuals making decisions for them. They wanted to base their
Plan on the existing skills the teachers had rather than +¢rying
to develor new projects. The vague criteria they used were
helpful, aliowing the teachers to be specific and to define their
own goals. All teachers would be eligible., but the Pian was
voluntary, and one could participate in either peart or all of it.

The steering committee consisted of the prancipal, teacher
representative, and two parents (considered to be influential

people). There were few conflicts and much consensus on the

129



cormittee, resulting in an open process of communication. The
moembers were respected, ard they had good communicatiorn with the
rest of the staff. There was also a strong desire on the part of
the teachers to see the plan succeed. By designing their own plan
they had a greater level of personal investment than they would
have had by accepting the district plan. Also, the principal was
seen as fair and viewad as a atrong evaluator in the past, and
the staff wus comfortable with this individual’s working style.
Fhase I of the development of the 'avaluation criteria
consisted of distzibuting a questionnaire to sach family, staff
rexber, and the principal. Individuals were asked to list as
many things as they could that made an exceptional teacher. They
were also ssked to list things teachers had done in the past that
made a significant difference in the learning success of a child.
This was Jdone in July of 1984, and 89 out of 520 cuestionnaires
ware returned. All responses were anonymous and obviously
voluntary which resulted in greater cohesion and coopsra ion.
From these initial 89 responses 20 criteria categories were
determined. During Phase II, in August, a second questionnaire
was sent out asking the same 520 individuals to prioritize the 20
criteria. In Phase II, 122 responses were received, and thres
separate rank orders represeriting the teachers, parents, and
Principals responses were formed. These were weighted wund
averaged to mbtain the final rankings. From this, the final sgix

evaluative criteria listed below were cbtained.




1. Enhances the development of the child’s self-irags

and self esteex.

2. Exhibits personal characteristics and gqualities

conducive o helping children learn.

3. Develops a strong reading, language arts and

nathemnatics progranm.

4. reates an exciting, motivating leaxrning

environment.

5. Enphasizeé problem-solviag and highaxr leval

thinking skills in instruction.

6. Adapts teaching style to individual needs ond

learning styles.

This method of obtaining structured input ensured that
everyone had an equal chance to respond via the questionnaires.
The parents also had input which enabled them to identify iheir
goals, and this, in turn, educated the teachers as to their
wishes. This had the additional benefit of enhancing public

relations and it gave positive parental support to the teachers.
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Interview Questionz Asked In All Thres Schools

Though there were major differences between c._reer ladder
programes at the three schools, teachers at each of the three
schools were asked similar evaluative questions across levels,
The interview questions =ay be found in Appendices S5-1
(pilot elementary school), 5-2 (pilot middle school?, and 5-3
(piiot high school). These jquestions and the teachers’ responses
are rreported below.

Teachers at. each 5f the schools wore asked how many years
they had been in the teaching profession as well as how many
years they had been teaching in the district. Results are shown
in Table 5.1.

Table S.1

Total Number of Years Teaching

ELEM MIDLLE HS
Mean Median Mean Median Fean Median
Total Years 9.2 10.0 12.5 10.0 12.3 11.0
District 9dnly 4.3 5.0 - -- 9.4 9.0

Noie. All teachers (Means only) Total Years Teaching = 9.2

Several interesating facts concerning thase schoole omerge
from the demogrrphic data. There were a high percentase of male
teachers in the elementary school. This was reflected in the
interview sgample. Out of 14 teachers interviewed in the
elementary school, three were ferales and 11 were males. A team

teaching approach is used in “he elemaentary school as well.,
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The middle school teachers had been, on the average, in the
teaching profession longexr than teachers in the other schools,
This school is also the most rural of the three schools.

The high school teacl srs had, con average, longer tenure in
the district. Three teachers interviewed had 18 or more years

teaching experience in the district.

Teachers were &skad about the planning process and its
effect on the Career Ladder Plans in their schools. Results are
summnarized in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2

ELLEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Positive Reaction 13 8 7 28
Too NMuch Work 1 0 2 3
Mixed Reaction 0 1 2 3
No Response (0 S (0 )

These rasults show that by an overwhelming margin, nearly six to
one, teachers in the target schools thought that the outcome of
the planning process was positive. An elemantary school teacher
said this:

The fact that we wrote it did a lot for our faculty.
It brought us closer together.

This comment was made by a middle school teacher:
We were optimistic that we could do something significant.

One of the high school teachers said this:
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Generally, we were excited not to be locked into
what the district was doing.

Another high schoel teacher commented:

This is a pretty cohesive school, and everyone felt

if we set it up properly it could work and not hurt

feelings.

The overwiielming positive sentiment expressed by teachers in
all three gchools must be noted. The involvement of teachers from
the start plus the willingness displayed by the planning
committees to solicit teacher input as the process went on
appeared to be major factors relatsd to this positive outcome.

As previously mentioned, one of the unique features of this
district is that each school created its own career ladder
systen. Teachers were asked to discuss their thoughts as to why
their school developed its own system. Their responses are

surmmarized in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3

ELEN MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Disliked District’s Plan 12 -1 7 27
Better Opportunities
For School’s Teachers 1 7 S 13
Strong Administrator Desire
To Work Out Ind. Plan 1 o] 4 S
Sense of Adventure/Challenge 0 3 0 3
Do Not Know/Other o 1 1 2

The results indicate a strong, if not overwhelming, perception
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by teachers that they would be better off if they developed their
own programs. Sentiment was quite strong against a preliminary
plan developed by the district. An elemantary teacher said this:

The district’s plan was so bad we didn’t have anything
to lose.

Another elementary teacher said this:

We didn’t want to lose our cohesive staff environment
by adopting the district’s more competitive plan.

A middle school teacher described the district’s plan this way:
Basically, the district’s career ladder pian is so
negative. They only reward one teacher when so nany
are deserving. Programs like that cause animoegity. We
were motivated to do a program that would offer mora
choices.
In the high achool, several teachers commented on the initistive
displayed by the principal as welli as the opportunity to create
their own plen:
Our principal was willing to put in the time to make
it work. We could control our destiny. We knew we had
pore than six good teachers.
Another high school teacher said this:
Our principal could see the poseibilities of developing
our own plan. He knew he had a faculty he ¢ould work with.

There was a monetary incentive as well, because a pilot
school got more.

This information, when combined with the results of the previous
question concerning teachers’ reactions to the planning process,
tends to support decentralized career ladder planning. An even
stronger case ray be argued for incorporating maximum teacker
input into the career ladder planning proceess.

Teachers were asked to recall if their school made the
decision to create its own career ladder plan before or after the

district released its preliminary plan. The answers to this
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question are summarized in Table 5.4.

Table S5.4

v e o .t s - — m m e Em e e e m— e e am e e eR Al Y

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Before the District
Plan was Formulated 0 Q 0 o)
After the District
Plan was Formulated 14 10 6 30
Unsure ¥ q =Y 10
Other/No Answer o] (o] 1 1l

The results indicate that, while some teachers were not sure
whether the district had formulated a Career Ladder Plan before
the schools decided to plan their programs, most teachers
thought their schools developed their own programs after the

district Plan had been formulated.

Teachers were asked to describe the process by which they
and their colleagues were chosen to participate in their schools’
Career Ladder Programs. The responses are summarized for each
school.

In the elementary school, all 14 respondents indicated that
they were offered a voluntary contract. This contract was open-
ended and requeated that teachers address the aix criteria

established in their own personal way. Upon choosing to sign the
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contract, the teacher would be required to meet the criteria
established <(see Appendix S-4) as well as fulfill a series of
self-devised goals.

In the middle school, a similar system existed. All 14
respondents indicated that they were offered a voluntary
contract. Upon signing the contract, the teachers were required
to submit a proposal which outlined their teaching goals.

In the high schooi, ten teachers said that each applicant
filled out an applicetiocn and then decided.which of the five
steps they wished to qualify for. Three teachers described the
process as being an open proces&s where everyone with at least cne
year of teaching sxperience was eligible to apply. The common
themes in the responses of high school teachers were that
everyone could apply and that each teacher was given the
opportunity to choose what level of the plan they wished to apply

for.

Teachers were asked if ‘they thought the egelection process
used in their school’s career leadder program wes clear., Their
answers are summarized in Table S5.S.

Table S.5

Was the Selection Process Clear?

ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes-Clear Process i1 13 8 32
No-Vague Process 0 Q 3 3

Unclear at First/

Q | 15?7




Table 5.5 cont. ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Became Clesar Later 3 0 0 3
Unsure/No Answer 0 1 1 2

These results indicate that by more than a ten to one margin,
the teachers who were interviewed thought that the selection
prccess was clear. Most teachers indicated that they understood
what they were required to do in order to submit their
applications. One of the high school teachers said this about the
process:

The proceass is quite clear. Each person received an

application, and it indicates what is needed for each

level using the ladder--how long you taught, how

much education, etc.

An elementary teacher described the process this way:

It was very clear. I understood right from the beginning.
The program is very simple.

Only three of the 40 respondents indicated that the process was
unclear. These three responses came from the high school. One of
those teachers gaid this:

Sonme of the things were a little ambiguous. I would

have applied for Level five had it been clearer that

I was eligible to apply.

Teachers were also asked to discuss whether or not they
thought the selection process was fairly executed. Answers to
this question are summarized in Table 5.6.

Table S.6

Fairness of the Selection Process
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ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
Yes-Fair Process 13 14 8 35
No-Not Fair 1 (o) 2 3
Unsure 0 0 2 2

Once again, the majority of teachers interviewed thought that the
process was fair. 35 of the 40 teachers interviswed thought
that the selection process was fair. A high school teacher said
this:

Basically, you got the level Just by evaluating yourself.

An elementary school teacher who did not think the process was
fair commented on the plan:

Jt’s not fair. The criteria are too difficult for sone
program staff to meet.

Teachers were asked to discuss whether they perceived any
political struggles occurring in their school as a result of
career ladders. The teachers’ answers are summarized in Table
5.7.

Table S$5.7

ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTAL
No Major Struggles
Occurred 11 13 11 35
Minor Problems 3 1 1 S
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5-17

The results indicate that the vast majority of teachers
thought that no major problermes with polititcal pressure and/or
infighting occurred. There was a small degree of concern on the
part of several elermentary teachers regarding the role of a
consulting company in the career ladder Process. One of these
teachers said this:

-..0nly the decision about the consulting company

jJoining the project. They work on success and job

satisfaction, and we decided not to include then...

A teachs.r who thought that o degree of political pressure existed
at the elementary school level said this:

There were a couple of strongly opinionated and vocal

people on the committee who wanted no extra work and,

they influenced the group.

Most teachers responded in this manner:

Our plan.eliminated most potentials for political

undercurrents because favoritism is not an issue.

When examining the responses obtained from these tcucher
questionnaires, it appears that the teachers interviewed thought
that the selection process was clear, fair, and workable.
Teachers understood what was required of them to participate in
the program by an impressive ten to one margin. By a sgsimilar
wide margin, teachers also thought that their applications for
career ladder positions had been fairly evaluated. An even larger
majority of teachers interviewed thought that the selection and
planning processes were free from political undercurrents. These
impressive results provide additional support for the methods
used by these schools in developing their career ladder plana--

decentralized career ladder planning and extensive teacher input

into the planning process.
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Teachers at the three schools were also asked to comment on
any changes in the way teachers related to each other as a result
of career ladders. The results are summarized in Table 5.8.

Table 5.3

ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTALS
Positive Effect S 2 S 16
Negative Effect 1 2 1 4q
No Effect 4 S S 14
No Answer/Other G 4 1 S

The results indicate that two perceptions were most common among
the teachers interviewed. One perception was that the effects on
relationships between teachers were positive. The other common
perception is that relations were nnot changed much as a result of
career ladders. Only four out of 39 teachers interviewed thought
negative effects were apparent. A teacher who thought that
relationships between teachers had improved gaid:

As far as I know, it has all been positive. We feel

good about the program. It haan’t changed our feelings

or attitudes about each other. We work Just as well

as we did before.
Another teacher gaid:

Ours strengthened good relationships and developed new

ones. It wae really a great experience to get out and

appreciate other departments.

A teacher who thought that no differences in relations had

1471



occurred gsaid:

I don’t see any difference. We have always been a fun,
close school and nothing has changed that.

This comment was made by another teacher who perce.ved no real
differences in relations:

We are all getting an equal share, so no problenms.
Only four of the 39 teachers interviewed thought that the career
ladder brought on negative effects in relations among teachers.
These teachers objected to other tesachers comparing notes and
discussing their evaluations--something that was supposed to be
private. A teacher said this:

We have some tea~hers comparing marks in a non-pro-

fesasional way. This bothered the administration. It

made the evaluation like a contest.
Another teacher asaid:

There has been some anxiety and an undercurrent of

teachers feeling that some teachers are going overboard

with goals and documentation. We were urgad to keep it

simple, but some teachers have gone all out,
Unlike elsewhere, the teachers in these schoois indicated that

the career ladder program has had positive effects on relations

among faculty members,

Teachers were asked ~hether they perceived any changes in
the way teachers and administrators were relating to each other
as a result of career ladders. Answers to thir question are

summarized in Table 5.8.

Table 5.8




ELENM MIDDLE HS TOTALS
Positive Effects 2 1 S 8
Negative Effects o) 0 o (o
Ho Changes 7 13 7 27
Unsure/Other S 0 o S

Note. Due to time conatraints, five teachers were unable to

respond to the question.

27 of the 40 teachers interviewed perceived that no changes
occurred .a relations between administrators and teachers. Not
one teacher interviewed thought that relations between
administrators and teachers had deteriorated in any way. Most of

the comments were like this one:

No change. We have worked with our administration before.
Nothing new is going to come up.

Teachers were asked whether they perceived differences
between career ladder teachers and non-career ladder teachers.
Teachers in other districts have indicated that there were
perceived differences between these two groups. Most have also
indicated that divisive feelings exist among teachers in theasae
schools.

In these schools however, the clear, overwhelming response
from teachers was that the question of differences between career
ladder teachers and non-career ladder teachers is simply not an
issue. The reason for this is that all of the teachers in the
schools, with the exception of first year teachers in one school,
were eligible to apply. Participation in the plans was strictly

voluntary, and each of the schools decided against using any type
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of quota or competiitive scheme for distributingy career ladder
funds. Only one teacher interviewed thought that negative or
divisive effect& between teachers were rresent. Even :in this
cdse, the teachers excluded from the plan were described as being
more upset with the fact that they were not eligible for career
ladder compensation. The impact of this sentiment on relations

waa described as minimal.

Fino
I EL e m e enmm ea e e e e ememe e WUHAELT

Teachers were asked to describe their perceptions of how
their self-esteem, morale, and/or contribution to their schools
had changed as a result of career ladders. Their answers are
summarized in Table 5.10.

Table 5.10

EAREEEES ST s eFhnaems Sessman i X 22xETR GV 2423 54

ELEM MIDDLE HS TOTALS
Positive Effect 2 9 9 20
Negative Effect 3 0 0 3
No Effect 1 S 2 8
Unsure/Other ) o 1 6

Note. Because of time constraints, five teachers were unable to

anawer this question.

Nost teachers thought that their school’s career ladder program
hud a positive effect on morale and self-esteem. A teacher
described the effects this way:

Teachers are doing more things than usual sooner,
better, and maore often.
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Another teacher said this:

Just the thought of the extra cash is a boost.
The following comment captured the thoughts and feelings that
many teachers experienced:

I think it had an effect on boosting morale and egos

even though most probably wouldn’t admit it. But three

or four of your pears sitting down and telling you you

are doing a good job has to have that effect.
Several teachers thought that the plan had negative effects on
esteen, nmorale, and contribution. Much of the concern centered
arrund the amount of time teachers spent on personal career

ladder planning. A teacher who thought this said:

Some teachers are spending classtime on projects
instead of using their own time.

Another teacher said this:

People say they are doing more, but I’m not sure

they are. I don’t know that any real classroom

teaching changes have occurred.
Even with these few teachers expressing concern the data
indicates that most teachers thought that their career ladder

program had a positive effect on their esteem, morale, or their

contribution.

Teachers in each of the schools nade suggestions as to how
their school’s Career Ladder Plans might be improved. Many
suggestions were made, and several emerged more than once for
each school. The following suggestions were voiced most often

concerning improvement in each school’s Career Ladder Plan.
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1) Clarify the documentation procedures. Everyone nseds to
know what is expected of them and what is additional work by

choice.

2) Add extra criterion measures. Another alternative would
be to have ten criteria and allow the teacher to pick six which

he/she would like to work with.

3) More sharing of ideas on what everyone must do to meet

the criteria is needed.

4) Do not use the Iowa Test exclusively. Combine use of this

test with a standardized test or basal achievement criteria.

3) Involve kides and parents more in the process.

1> Spell out the criteria more completely--particularly the

dress code and goal planning procedure.

2) The principal should come to evaluate for longer time
periods. This will create more consistent evaluations. Do not
give teachers prior notice that the principal is coming in--the

teachers should be seen as they are.
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3) Work on the evaluation component. The school needs to

improve evaluations of classroonm performance.

4) Rewrite the evaluation form on a one to five scale. As it

stands now there is no middle ground between good and bad.
S) Evaluate the school’s experience to find out what goals

should or should not be used in the future. Expand the criteria

to include more comprehensive coverage of teaching areas.

-—— e — ——

1> Improve the evaluation form so that it is more specific

and can be used more accurately.
2) Put more money into career ladders.
3> Do not adopt the district plan.
4) Make avaluations less time consuming.

S) Evaluate the present system and make it more precise,
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Structural Features of the Elementary School Plan

The elementary school plan offered a pay bonus based upon
exemplary teaching performance for all qualified teachers.
The program was funded at the rate of 525,000, Teachers on
probation were not weligible for the plan. Teachers with
Provisional status as well as any certified teachers were
qualified to azpply for the voluntary plan. This included special
program, guidance, and media personnel as weil.

The essential components of the plan centéred on s8ix
evaluative criteria. These criteria were designed as standards

which the teachers attempted to achieve during the year.

During the Summer of 1984, questionnaires were distributed
to parents of students and staff throughout the school (see
Appendix 5-5). The purpose of the questionnaires was to examine
Possible criteria to be used in the evaluation of teachers. Based
on a consensus of teacher, parent, and principal input, 8ix
criteria were judged to be most important. These criteria were:

1) enhancement of the child’s self-esteem (i.e., ability

to validate a child’s own self-competencies).

2) ability to demonstrate personal characteristics and

qualities which atimulate childrun to learn.

3) development of strong reading, language arts, and

math progranms.

4) ability to create a stimulating learning environment.
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S) ability to emphasize problem-solving and higher

level thinking skills in instruction.

6) demonstrated ability to adapt teaching skills to suit

individual needs.

Teachers who applied for “he plan were scheduled to meet
with an endorsement committee at the start of the school vyear.
The purpose of the committee was to review all aspects of the
contract and to document the plans each teacher was making ¢to
meet the requirements of the criteria. The endorsement committee
also secured a specific reference listing of the various data
sources the teacher would use to document progress throughout the
year. Each teacher had a different endorsement committee. The
endorsement committee consisted of the teacher, other members of
the teaching team as well as faculty members from grades above
and below the teacher’s grade, and the principal.

Another form of evaluation took place at the mid-year
interim conference. At this conference, eacl. teacher met
privately with the principal. Each teacher was responsible for
preparing a portfolio which documented progresa on the goals
established during the initial endorsement committee hearing. The
teacher’s progress was identified and assessed according to
the data contained in the portfolio. Recommendations were made
when necessary, as to how the teacher might be more successful in
meeting the criteria.

Each teacher was also required to attend a year-end
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conference with the principal to determine whether the teachear
had completed the requirements of the contract. The six
evaluative criteria were weighted equally in this evaluation.
Teachers received remuneration for each contract goal tgey
achieved.

With recughly 30 teachers participating, approximately 180
goals tailored to meet the six evaluative criteria were proposed.
Many teachers fulfilled the requirements of all s8ix criteria.
Roughly 150 of the 180 goals were met. Teachers received

approximately £200 dollars per goal with a top award being £1200.

The Elementary School Career Ladder Plan:
Teacher Perceptions

In the elewentary school, the career ladder planning
committee developed six criteria which were used in agsessing an
applicant’s career ladder file. As mentioned previously, these
were: ability to enhance the development of student’s self-esteem
and self-image, exhibition of personal characteristics which
asaiast students in the learning process, ability to develop
strong reading, language arts, and math programs, ability to
create an exciting and motivating learning environment, ability
to emnphasize problem-svlving and higher level thinking
instructional skills, and ability to adapt one’s teaching style
to meet the learning needs of students.

Fourteen elementary school teachers were asked to discuss
how comfortable they were with the six criteria used in the

selection process. Almost all of the elementary teachers



interviewed were comfortable with ¢the criteria used in the
selection process. All 14 teachers who responded to the question
indicated that they were comfortable with the criteria. This
commrent underscores the positive sentiment:

The strength is that they are vague until you define
them with activities specific to your classroonm.

Another teacher said this:

1’11 probably use them to demonstrate Ry competency

on a future job resume because they represent all areas

of teaching.
Teachers who were not comfortable with the guidelinea objected to
a single criterion within the package. As an example, one teacher
disliked the criteriocn involving use of the Iowa Standardized

Test. This tmeacher thought that this criterion placed too much

emphaasis on test scores.

Teachers were asked whether they thought any particular
criterion was better than otheras. Nine teachers thought that the
criteria were equal--none were better or worse than the others.
In discussing the criteria a teacher said this?

They are all necessary and Pinpoint the critizal aspects

of education from a student’s viewpoint, a tesacher’s

viewpoint, and from an educational raesearch atandpoint.

Five teachers thought that there was significant overlap among
the criteria. Most viewed this as a non-detrimental phenomenon.

One teacher said this:

Some overlap, but they are so open-ended that you have
a lot of flexibility designing the goals.

Three teachers thought that criterion three--evaluation via test

score results was a less positive criterion. They thought that
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unnecesssary anxiety was promoted through reliance on test sCores.
One teacher thought that criterion #1 (enhancement of the
child’s self-esteem) was quite important, yet extremely difficult
to evaluate. This teacher’s suggestion was to write goals tnat
will, without question, enhance a child’s self-estesm., fnother
teacher thought that feedback from parents should be incorporated
more into the criteria. One teacher commented that criterion #2
(exhibition of personal characteristics condﬁcive to the «child’s
learning) needed to be refined and should be more specific. One
resource teacher thought that more realistic goals were necessary
for special children. This teacher thought that criterion #3 and
criterion #5 were not workable with the children resource
teachers dea. with. One teacher menticned that one criterion was
particularly strong and worthwhile. This criterion emphasized
working with children’s pProblem-solving and higher level thinking

skills.

Teachers were asked to identify any problems they
experienced attempting toc meet the requirements of the criteria.
Seven teachers indicated that they experienced no problenms.
Several of these teachers thought that it was fairly easy to meet
the goals. One teacher gaid this:

I used important things I’d done before that I knew
would succeed.

Another teacher said this:

As a teacher you have the control to choose what will
work for you in your specific situation.

Six teachers thought that writing their goals was an easy process
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because this process involved quite a bit of teamwork. They
thought that there had been a great deal of idea-sharing which
contributed to the development of teanm generated goals. A teacher
aeid this about the process:

We had a multitude of ideas to choose from with all the
faculty and team input.

There were other comments pertaining to difficulties encountered
by teachers in meeting the criteria requirements. (ne teacher
who had queations concerning the validity of the criteria said:

I don’t know if we truly identified what will achieve

the criteria. Our goals were legitimized by the endorse-

ment committee, but we really don’t know if they will
work.

One teacher expressed concern over knowing how to effectively
document within the career ladder file evidence which met the
criteria:

It was difficult to write goals for #6 (individual

learning styles) at i¢he beginning of the vear because

I didn’t know my students well enough at that time.
The data indicate that xost teachers did not experience major

difficulties in their attenpts to meet the criteria used for the

career ladder selection process.

Teachers were asked to discuss the impact of the criteria
used in the selection process on their teaching practices. A wide
variety of responses were obtained. Ten teachers thought that the
Criteria had positive effects. Five teachers perceived that
teaching had been impr. .d. One of these teachers said ﬁhis:

The career ladder project has improved my teaching.

I’m doing a lot more with problem solving gkills and
higher level thinking gkilla on a daily baais.
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Five other teachers thought that tra raequired documentation
had assisted teachers in following through more completely with
tasks. One teacher put it this way:

I’ve follwed through more. Sometimes you slide

come mid-year but with goals I was motivated

to keep going. I concentrated more on areas that

affect goals.
Seven teachers thought that the criteria had little Oor no impact
on their practice. Most of these reponses were similar to this

comment:

A good teacher was already doing things that would
fulfill the six criteria areas before career ladders.

Four <t{sachers thought that more emphasis has been placed on
enhancing students’ self-esteem as a result of the career ladder
criteria. Thie teachsr described the emphasis this way:

I’ve been more sensitive to parent’s desires. I’ve

always thought self-esteem was important but since it

was our parents’ numlber one priority I’ve put more

emphasig there.

The data obtained from these questiona conce:ning the
criteria indicate that most teachers were satisfiec with this
dimension of the school’s Career Ladder Plan. Cooperastion, strong
teacher input, and planning which reflected concern over the
needs of the students, particularly student self-esteam, were

major factors which contributed to the high 1level of teacher

satisfaction with the criteria.

In a meeting with the principal, teachers were required to
individually endorse the schoel’s Career Ladder Plan which had

been drawn up. Several questions were asked which were designed
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to assess teachers’ perceptions of this endorsement procedure.

The first question in this sgeries concerned teachers’
perceptions of the endorsement meeting itself. Of interest were
any thoughts concerning the mood of the meeting (high anxiety,
low key, upirit of cooperation, etc.). Out of 14 teachers who
responded to the question, nine thought the meeting went along
fine. These teachers perceived nc major problems. One teacher
described the meeting this way:

It went well. There was no intimidation; it wasn’t
a difficult process to go through.

Another teacher gaid:

It was helpful to evaluate each goal and think it
through again.

Three teachers thought that the meeting was quite business-like,
vyet informal, low-key, brief, and to the point. Two teachers

ccild not remember any specifics of the meeting,

Changes in the Plan

Teachers were asked if any changes were made at the meeting
which effected specific aspects of their plans. Twelve teachers
perceived that no major changes or suprises occurred. They
thought that most of the work involved minor clarifications.
These teachers reasoned that no major changes occurred because
most of the faculty had worked out their goals with team members
before the meeting. Then, when contracts were compared at the
meeting, teachers found many similarities between teams. Two
teachers thought that definite changes occurred involving
criteria #3 -- ability to develop strong reading, language arts,

and math programe. These changes centered on the addition of the
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standardized test score component.

Teachers indicated that few changes were made in the plan as
a result of the endorsement meeting. However, the teachers
interviewed indicated that the changes which did occur were
helpful. Five teachers thought that constructive change occurred.
Four teachers perceived that a great deal of positive feedback
was given. One said this about the changes.which occurred as a
result of the meeting:

Teachers were encouraged to incorporate their strengths.

It was supportive to have other people suggest your

strengths.
Four teachers indicated that the degree of change as a result of

the meeting was neglible. One teacher perceived that the changes

made involvina the Iowa Test and criteria #3 were necative.

Teachers were asked to comment on the involvement of their
pPeers in the endorsement committee. O0f interest were the
reactions of teachers toward receiving input, instruction, and
constructive criticisms from their peers. Ten teachers thought
that 15 major impact was made by the peers on the comrittee. Most
tesachers thought ¢that peers on the committee maintained a low
profile through serving as information-gatherers rather than
evaluators. In this sense, the peers on the committee were
helpful in that they were not overbearing. No major power
struggles or political undercurrents enarged. Teachers who were
on the committee were positive about their experiences. One

teachar said this regarding gervice on the committee:
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When I was a peer endorser I got a real insight into

the process and I thought it was helpful and informative.

I got ideas for my grade level.
Three teachers thought that their colleagues on the committee
went out of their way to be supportive. In this sgense, these
teachers perceived the role of their pPeers on the committee as
being more directive and up front, with poaitive results. QOne
teacher, because of lack of knowledge, gave no response to the
quesation. |

Cverall, teachers perceived that the endorsement process was
a smooth one. The meeting went well and dia not produce any major
changes in plan. Teachers were well prepared for the meeting,
having done@ much of the work that had to be done before the

meeting took place. Peers on the endorsement committee served a

useful role.

Progress in student achievment scores appropriate for
particular grade levels was one of the criteria teachers were
evaluated upon. Teachers were asked whether they thought this
component of the Career Ladder Plan would be succeassful. Six
teachers expressed no wOrry concerning this criterion although
they expresssed regret over having to use this system. Their
reasoning was that the students in the school more often than not
demonstrate appropriate growth. This comment was gquite
representative:

For our program it won’t be a problem, but to implement

(our syntem) at other schools would be unfair. Our kids

make the growth but many kids don’t, due to outside
factors.
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Three teachers expressed no concern because they reasoned that if
they are unsuccessful in meeting the requirements of this
criterion, they would be able to make up for this loss in other
evaluation areas. One of these teachers said this:

The tests aren’t a problem. If I fall down in that

area, it’s OK. I’ve done my best and I know it. The

tests aren’t that accurate as indicators of all a

child knows.
Three teachere commented that they did not like the emphasis on
test scores. Three other teachers perceived that this criterion
would not work well with resource and kindergarten teachers. Two

teachers thought that this component would not work because of a

lack of standardization in tert administration policy.

As one component of the school’s Career Ladder Plan,
teachers were allowed to pursue team goala. In teams, teachers
work together to create improvement in a particular area. Of
interest was the perception of teachers toward other colleagues
effecting their work in some way, positive or negative. Teachers
were asked whether they thought that these teams would influence
test scores. Nine teachers did not think the teams would
influence the scores. These -teachers believed that the
cohesiveness of the teams would diminish any effects. One teacher
responded to the question in this manner:

Averaging the scores seems fairest. I’m more com-

fortable knowing that we can team teach and share the

reasponsibility. I work with asuch excellent teachers
that I have confidence we will meet our goals.
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Another teacher said this:

I teach on a good team. I trust them. They do one

heck of a job. I don’t have any reservations because

we have the total team approach.
Three teachers thought that test scores would be based on their
student’s performance. One teacher did not know how this part of
the plan worked. One teacher thought that the influence cf the

team on scores was unfair. This particular teacher indicated that

the team had a weak member which zreated problems.

T e v e S T S T e S o — ——

Each teacher who entered into a career ladder contract was
required to partcipate in a mid-year review conference. In the
interviews, teachers were ssked to discuss how valuable the
conference was for them. 12 teachers thought the confarence was
considerably valuable. One teacher who thought this to be the
case described the conference:

It gave you a chance in a non-threatening meeting to

go over how you were doing. If you weren’t doing

something right, you could change it before the final

evaluation.

One teacher was rather disappointed with the meeting because
afterwards, a change of goals was needed. Pressure from the
district was cited as the reason for the changes. One teacher
thought that the meeting wasn’t necessary, yet this teacher
recognized the benefits received by colleagues.

The general consensus concerning the mid-year conference was
that people were relieved to learn that their documentation was,
in almost every case, adequate and/or could be edited down in

some cases. Teachers appreciated learning that they were on the

proper course. Teachers alsoc noted the encouragement given as
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well as the feedback which helped to reduce anxiety associated

with the process.

Teachers were asked about the clarity and fairness of the
evaluation process. 13 of the 14 teachers interviewed indicated
that the process was clear and fair. One teacher thought that the
process was unfair because the contract goals had to be changed
during the process. One teacher described the evaluation process
this way:

The evaluation ie based on your contract. (The evaluator)

verifies your documentation. (The evaluator) allowed

modifications in the timelines and in any unrealistic
expectations.

All 14 teachers interviewed indicated that they knew what
needed to be done in order to meet the requirements of the

criteria. They described the process as being simple and clear

from the beginning.

Role of the Principal in Evaluations

The s8chool determined that the principal would play a
central role in the svaluation process. Teachers were asked
to discuss their thoughts concerning the role of the principal.
Seven teachers definitely thought that their principal should be
heavily involved in the process. These teachers were quite
ademant in expressing their thoughts. One teacher, whose comment
was repregsentative, said this:

The principal is seen as fair and objective. Teachers

know where they stand...The principal is seen as a

Principal with strong evaluation skills.

Four other teachers were also in favor of the principal’s central
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role in the selection process, although to a lesser extent than
the previous seven. Their responses could be characterized as,
“Yes, for the most part” type responses. Two teachers disagreed
with the question saying that the evaluation does not center
around the principal. One teacher thought that it was not a good
idea for the principal to play such a central role in the
evaluation process.

Teachers were also asked to assess thé strengths of their
evaluator. The following comments were made concerning the
evaluator: knows the faculty well, very supportive, not
threatening, looks for positive factors and dcesn’t dwell on the
negative, helpful in identifying problems. an.. solutions to these
problems, fair and objective, keeps detailed notes, total regard

for confidentiality, and flexibility.

Teachers were asked to discuss peer involvement in the
evaluation process. There were mixed responses to this question.
Seven teachers did not approve of Peers becoming involved in the
evaluations. There were two types of responses. Several teachers
disliked the idea of having to take time away from their teaching
dutiea. One teacher said thia:

I don’t want to be taken away from my class to be
involved as an evaluator.

Another common response focused on the lack of ¢training in

evaluation. A teacher who thought this firmly said:

Teachers just aren’t trained to evaluate.
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Five teachers agreed with the notion that peers could be involved
in the evaluation process. However, most of those who endorsed
this perspective did so with caution. For example, one teacher
offered this comment about peer evaluation:

Some teachers could do it, but it would depend on how

well informed they are with your grade level. They need

familiarity with grade levels.
Two teachers had mixed reactions to peer involvement in the
evaluation process. Most of their concern focused on the problems
with competition that might offset contributions made by

teachers. One teacher gaid this:

I wouldn‘t want it if we had the district’s policy.
Here it might .ork because our system isn’t competitive.

The majority of teachers did not approve of peer
participation in the evaluation process. The margin was close,
however. Teachers thought that potential problens with
competition and political undercurrents would not be worth the

>iak.

Teachers were asked to comment on improvements or
modifications which might irprove the evaluation process. Five
teachers were happy with the process and did not wish to change
it. Four teachers favored some form of peer participation. For
example, the presence of teachers on the steering committee was
perceived as a means of providing even more balanced teacher
input intc the process. Two teachers thought that the presence of
an additional evaluator to aid the principal would be an

improvement. This acdcitional evaluator could be a parent, a

principal from anot!i®: :chool, or a district representative. One
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teacher suggested that the process could be improved through the
use of a more precise evaluation form that would produce more
objective ratings. Another teacher thought that the process could
be improved by developing an appeals process for applicants who
differ with their evaluators concerning ratings. One teacher
thought that it was too easy for evaluators to be influenced by
subjective factors. This teacher suggested that all documentation
should be submitted to an unbiased connittee}in order to create a

more objective evaluation process.

—— e v G e e o B, e e e e e e e P . e e e e — . e e - — i —

Teachers were asked to comment on whether or not theay
expected to receive full career ladder funding. Teachers were
quite willing to answer this question, 13 of the 14 teachers
interviewed were expecting to receive career ladder monies. The
one teacher who did not expect to receive money was a teacher who
thought that the criteria established did not fit the the
particular program that he taught in or the needs of the students
very well. Most teachers were quite confident concerning their
expected succesa. Several teachers had reservations concerning
the criteria based on the lowa Test. However, most of these
teachers thought that they would be successful in meeting the
requirements of the other criteria. Several teachers responded in
this fashion:

The goals have been set, snd I have put out the effort
to accompliah thenm.

Another teacher said this:

OQur program is to the point. I contracted and I’m doing
it. It’s my responsibility.
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The teachers interviewed were gquite positive in their
support and optimism concerning their school’s Career Ladder
Plan. Almost all of the teachers interviewed thought the process
which established the criteria for success in the prograr was
clear and fair. Almost all of the teachers interviewed thought
that the evaluation process was clear and fair. The role of the
principal in the evaluation process was perceived to be
supportive, constructive, and vital to the success of the
program. Almost all of the teachers interviewed favored keeping
the system as it is. Most suggestions for improvement dealt with
fine-tuning issues that could be easily implemented. Finally,
zlmost all the teachers interviewed thought that they would be
successful in reaching the goals stipulated in their career
ladder concepts.

One consistent problem area emerged. Resource teachers
thought that the program was not broad enough to cover their
curriculur area. These teachers thought that, because of the
special needs of their teaching Programs as well as the special
needs of the studenta they aserve, the criteris developed wvere not
directly applicable to their programs.

Clear themes emerged from this examination of the elementary
school’s Career Ladder Plan. First, the program was working for
almost all the teachers. Most teachers thought they would DHe
successful in the program. Secondly, almost all teachers had
positive thoughts and feelings concerning the program.
Additionally, most teachers thought that the selection process

waa fair.
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Questionnaire Data Summary
Suburban District Elementary School

Twenty-six teachers in the elementary school responded to a
23 item questionnai: which was 4dasigned to sample teachsr
opinion concerning the school’s Career Ladder Plan. Teachers were
asked to raspond according to a five point Likert scele. The
scale was used to assess the degree to which teachers agreed or
disagreed with statements concerning the specifics of the
schocl’s Career Ladder Plan. The scale was constructed in the
following manner:

1= Strongly 2= Somewhat 3= Neutral 4= Somewhat S= Strongly
Agree Agree Agree Disagree

A complete listing of the statements and descriptive
statistics for teacher responses can be found in Appendix 5-6.
However, several of the it;us merit further discussion at this
point.

One questionnaire item atated that the plan was fair and
reasonable in that all teachars had the opportunity to be
eligible. The mean response for teachers to this statement was
1.115 with an SD of .326. Thi: indicates that the teachers who
responded to the questionnaire expressed strong agreement
collectively that the plan was fair in allowing all teachers the
opportunity to participate.

snother item stated that the pProcess of selecting +he six
evaluetive criteria for teacher performance was <fair and
reasonable. Once again, teachers were clear in endorsing v ring

agreement for this statement. The mean response was 1.231 while
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the SD was .514.

Another statement indicated that the aschool’s Career Ladder
Flan encouraged educational progress. The response from teaclhers
to this item was quite favorable as well. The mean response was
1.308 with an SD »of .549.

Three statements which teachers expressed generally strong
disagreement with are noteworthy. 0.1ae of these items stated that
the school’s Career Ladder Plan had hurt the rel4ationship between
teachers and #*he principals. The mean respunsa by teachers to
this item was 4.923 with an SD of .392. Another item rtated that
the school’s career ladder program discouragi: teacheoers fromnm
working together. The mean response by teachers %o this item was
4.769 with an SD of .710. Finally, the las%t item on the
questionnaire stated that ‘f the career ladder program8  withaisn
the school were to continue, then this school’s program should be
terminated. Every teacher who responded to the guestionnaire
expressed strong disagreement with this statement (X of 5.0).
Another item state:i that if career ladder programs continue, then
continue the school’s Plan as it now exists. The mean response
for teachers on this item was 1.360 with an SD of «757. The data
from these two items indicate strong teacher sentiment in favor
o¢f the school’s Career Ladder Plan.

The results of the questionnaires mirror the results ot the
teacher interviews. In both surveys, teachers expressed strong
satisfaction with the evaluative criteria, the evaluative process
including the role played by the evaluators, and the effects of
the schecl’s Cereer Ladder Plan on teaching and relationshipe

with other faculty members.
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Suburban District Elementary School Questionnaire Data

STATEMENT # MEAN Spb
1. 1.346 « 745
2. 4.769 710
3. 2.538 1.2490
4. 3.962 1.113
S. l1.880 1.301
6. 4.923 « 392
7. 1.692 1.011
8. : 4.115 1.275
9. 2.192 1.132

10. 1.692 .788

11. 1.308 . 549

12. 2.500 1.105

13. l1.846 1.120

14. 1.11S -.326

15. 1.231 «.514

ls. 1.423 .809

17. 1.385 .697

18. 1.308 .618

19. 1.346 .689

20. 1.500 . 906

21. 1.360 « 757

z2. 4.538 . 989

23. S5.000 . 00C
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SECTION II
1. YEARS TEACHING MEAN
FULL TIME TEACHERS =

MALE = 4 FEMALE

= 6.280

24 PAK/-TIME TEACHERS

19 NR <NO RESPONSE>

SD =
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4.578




Structural Features of the Middle School Plan
The middle school’s Career Ladder Plan was described by
participants as a merit pay system (see Appendix $5-7). The Plan
was daveloped by a school steering committee that received input
from the entire staff. The steering committee consisted of the
principal, the assistant Principeal, and six teachers. Two of
these teachers were responsible for oversight of their grade

level core programs.

The plan featured three componenta: Area One, achocl goals:;
Area Two, teacher uvaluation; Area Three, individual and/or teanm
goala. The achool awarded werit £33y on the basis of units earned.
Each unit had a&an average value of approxinately $10.25. A total
of F40,000 waa availabiz for the plan. The district proposed that
§200 awards be given out tc =11l perticipants in November of 1984,
with the rest being awarded in June of 1985.

Area Une, the school goals area, featured two subcomponents:
school discipiine and scholastic progress. A teacher could earn
up to five units of merit pay in each of these areas. The
rationale underlying Area One was to improve discipline and
morale and to improve the performance of students in reading,
language arts, and math skills.

Improvement in discipline at the scnool was to be determinad
by the administrators and discussea with each participating
teacher during the gquarterly teacher evaluation. The schooi
determined that since improved discipline was a school goal, all

teachers would receive the same number of units.
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Improvement in scholastic pProgress was to be determined
through the use of standardized testing instruments. Limited
finances forced the district to use a test battery that was not
the first choice of the teachers. Most teachers, although
expressing some misgivings regarding the tests, attempted to make
the best of the situation. Students were to be pre-tested in ths
three areas (reading, language arts, and math skills) and post-
tested in April of 1985 to obtain an average.score in each of the
three areas. Test scores would be monitored, and scholastic
pProgresa as well as units earned would be determined according to

the following achedule:
3 months increase -- 1 uynit
4 months increase -- 2 units
S months increase -- 3 units
© months increase -- 4 units

7 months increase -- 5 units

Area Two featured an evaluation of the teacher’s skills as
an educator. Separate eva uations were performed by the principal
and the vice-principal. Each evaluator visited the teacher in the

classroom twice during the second, third, and fourth quarters of
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the 1984-85 school year. A maximum of thirty career ladder units
cculd be earned by the teacher in the evaluation of performance
ares.

An evaluation form was used which focused on five
categories: instructional skills, organizational and management
skills, relationships with students, relationships with other
professionals and parents, and personal characteristics (see
Appendix 5-8), In each of these categories the teachers were
rated on a four point scale. Zero points were awarded for
inadequate performance. One point was awarded for a satisfactory
rating, and two points were awarded for very good performance.
Three points were awarded  for superior performance. Two
additional categories were present on the evaluation form.
Ratings of *not applicable™ and "not observable" were endoraed by
evaluators in situations where a rating could not be
appropriately given. No points were given for either of these two
categories. Scores from the six evaluations were averaged for
eacn category. An overall average score was ‘hen calculated by
totalling the categery scores and dividing by five. The following

examples illustrate how the units were distributed.

Average Points Earned Units Awarded
From Evaluations

171



2.8 28
2.0 20
1.9 19
In Area Three, individual and/or team goals, teacher

participation was optional. A maximum of sixty units couli be
earned in this area. If teachers chose not to participate in Area
Three, they were eligible for a maximum of 40 career ladder
unizs.

Teachers who did participate in this area were required to
present individual teaching goals they wanted to achieve to the
school administration. The administration then was responsible to
essign unit values for the goals presented. Teachers were also
given the opportunity to revise their goals during the quarterly
evaluation meeting held with administrators. Near the close of
the school year, each teacher’s goals were evaluated again to
determine whether they had been cbtained. A final urit value was

also established for the goals during this evaluation.
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" The Middle School Career Ladder Plan:

Teacher Perceptions

As discussed, the middle school adopted a point distribution
system for determining the distribution of career ladder funds.
The number of points earned was dependent on performance as a
teacher. A maximum of ten points was awarded for maintenance of
school discipline and scholastic achievement goals. A maximum of
60 points was awarded for individual and/or team project work.
Finally, as many as 30 points were awarded through the classroom
teacher evaluations. This figure was then altered according to a
mathematical sormula which tock into account the number of years
of service as a teacher. Fourteen teachers in the middle school
were asked to discuss their thoughts concerning this point
system. Of iriterest were their perceptions about the fairness and
workability of the systenm.

When asked about the point distribution system 11 out of 14
teachers liked the point distribution system. One of the t. achers
interviewed said:

For a first time experience it seems about as fair
4s you can get until we gain some experience.

Teachers also thought that they had input intes the system and
that it was fair. One teacher gaid this:

It feels good to me. We had input on this.
Another teacher said:

It is equitable. The largest share revolves around
the areas you can control as the teacher.

One teacher was indifferent to the point system. One cother
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teacher thought that more points should be distributed in teacher
evaluations. This teacher thought this because the program was so
new and no one had experiencw in setting or wriiing goals. One
teacher thought that fewer points should be distributed on scheol!
goals because of the difficulty in centrolling all the variables
which affect the school.

The data indicate that almost all the teachers interviewed
favored the point distribution systenm. 11 out of 14 1liked the
system, one was indifferent, and two teachers favored minor
changes.

leachers were also asked how the point system had worked for
them individually. Of interest were teacher reports of
difficulties in knowing their responsibilities in any areas. 11
teachers thought that the peint distribution system worked fine
for them, two teach rs dropped out »f the system by choice for
personal reasons, and one teacher -had difficulty with the point
system because of subject aren. For this teacher, it was
difficult to write up goals for the fine arts area.

Most teachers liked the flexibility which the point system
afforded. The teachers were free to write their own goals and
change those goals within the clearly stated time limits.
Flexibility and teacher input appeared to be key factois which
contributed to teacher satisfaction with the point distribution

component of the Career Ladder Plan.

One component of the middle schocl’s Career Ladder Plan waé

a program to improve discipline. Teachers were given the option
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of writing discipline-oriented goals into their career ladder
contracts. Teachers were asked if this discipline component was a
workable option which had produced improved discipline in their
Classrooms. Nine out of 14 teachers thought positively about the
discipline component and that discipline had improved in their
clessrooms. One teacher said this about the improvement:

Discipline has gotten better because teachers are more
on top of thingas knowing merit pay. is involved.

Several teachers commented that focusing on discipline as a
school gnal was a positive step for all teachers:

By having a school goal that everyone agrees they want

to work on together assures that all teachers are doing

their jobs. In the past it was too easy for teachers to

not go into the halls to monitor students.
Four teachers did not think that discipline had improved because
of the school’s career ladder goal. One of these teachera nmade
this comment:

I don’t know if there has been arn improvement. On the

whole our school discipline is abouv as good as you can

get. It (good discipline) may 2ot be on account of this

but rather, becauce we have always maintained gcod dis-

cipline. -
One teacher was unsure if discipline had been efiected in any way
and, therefore, chose not to respond. Most teachers however,

thought that the discipline component worked in a positive way

for them.

S e e . = - am i e mem et

Teachers were asked to explain thei  perceptions of how
discipline was evaluated. Of interest were teacher perceptions
concerning the criteria used to judge improvements in discipline.

Most teachers thought a combination of factors went into the
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=. miuation. 11 teachers thought that the frequency and the nature
of calls from parents concerning discipline problems was one
method used to evaluate discipline. Ten teachers thought that the
evaluation was based on random observation and @ subjective
interpretation of teacher reports by administrators. One teacher
described the process this way:

We are asked if we think discipline in the halls has

improved. It’s really -uat a kind of observing. Maybe

the principal counts the number of students asent to

the office, the number of fights, or the amount of

vandaliam. The principal has records in the office.
One teacher did not know how the discipline component of the
program was evaluated. The results indicate most teachers thought
that more than one factor influenced how the discipline component

was evaluated. Observation by teachers and administrators plus

feedback from parentyu wé¢.< the most common factors mer:.tioned.

As part of their career ladder contract, middle school
teachers developed academic goals for their students as well,
Improvements in acadenmic performance were to be monitored by
standardizes tests. The school wanted to employ a nationally
standardized test but a lack of funds prevented the school from
doing so. As an alternative, a district developed criterion
referenced instrument wae used.

Teachers were asked what they thought about testing to
achieve the academic goals as well as the choice of tests. None
of the teachers interviewed were totally positive concerning use

of the district test. In fact, one teacher referred to the test

as "garbage”. Six teachers thought that the testing component was
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the best possible arrangement considering the financial
constraints placed on the school’s search for a test. Four
teachers completely disiiked the test &nd the whole concept of
testiny. One teacher who thought there were problems associated
with tesating asgid:

There were validity concerns. You really didn‘’t know
what the child knew and therefore discrepancies occurred.

Four teachers had no opinion or comments concerning the testing
component of the plan in general.

The consensus among teachers was that the school did the
best it could in creating the scholastic testing component of the
program. However, non-negative sentiment was higher among
teachers ir non-tested academic areas such as fine arts, driver
education, etc. Many teachers in the traditionally tested
academic areas thought there were pitfalls in any t%:- .ing

program.

DR 2R3> 5§ 54 1]

As previously mentioned, a maximum of thirty career ladder
contract points was awarded to teachers based on classroonm
evaluations. Teachers wmre asked to discuss their thoughts

concerning these evaluations.

PR Pcp—e-p—q —-—— o o e o ——— -

Teachers were asked to recall the number of visits they

received from an evaluator. 13 of the =achers said that they
had been evaluated twice by vi om administrators.
Participating in the evaluation were .. . principal and vice-

principal. One teacher chose to drop out of the program and
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therefore was not evaluated.

Teachers were asited to discuss their th&ughts and feelings
concerning the evaluation process. 0Of interest was whethar they
thought the evaluations had been done fairly and accurately.
Eleven teachers thought that the evaluations were done fairly and
accurately. A teacher offered these comments ragarding the
evaluation visit:

The way they did the evaluation weas important. They

came in 8o you couldn’t bluff your way. They got an

accurate picture.

Two teachers had no opinion concerning tha evaluation process.
One texzcher was not satisfied with the process. Dissatisfaction
focused on the evaluation form rather than with the
administrators who performed +the evaluation. One of these
teachers said this:

My overall criticism is with the evaluation form.

We didn’t know the ideal they were measuring usa

against. The ideal needs to be clarified.

Even though teachers were satisfied with the process,
several suggesations were made concarning improvements. Teachers

pointed out that the system would have w -ed even better if

teachers had received more feedback concern.ng their evaluations.

Several teachers made comments similar to this:

I would have liked more written clarification rather
than just a score. I will ask more questions next time
to help clarify the fornm.

-—— - —— SRR Emm— TSR tmem Rt e s n e e e mm s e ermom HHE wo MdmeaE2

On the evaluation form used, teachers were ®valuated in a
number of areas (gee Appendix 5-8). Teachers were asked whether
they agreed with all aspects of this evaluation fornm. Seven
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teachers said they were in agreement with the evalusztion process,
including the categories on the ev«luaticon ferm. Five +teachers
objected to the outcom®e of their evaluations with respect Gto
selected categories. One particular problem area mentioned
involved the category which focused orn appearance:

I think it was too subjective with the dress code,

and the same standard may not have been used for
menr:n and women.

In the evaluation procasss teachers were observed by both the
principal and the assistant pPrincipal. Teachers were asked to
discuss similarities and differences between the evaluations made
by the two administrators. Ten teachers = .d that the evsiuationsa
were very close or similar. One teacher sai: that they were
different, and two said they couldn’t rememi~=r. One teacher said
that the evaluations were different but that this didn’t matter
because they salanced each cther out in a satisfactory manner.

Teachers were also asked whether they knew when the
evaluators would be in their classrooms. The purpose of this
question was to assess whether the evaluation was a surprise or
if teachers had been given advance notico concerning their
evaluations. 13 of the 14 teachers interviewed knew in advarce
that they were going to be evaluatecd. One teacher interviewed did
not apply. Teachers knew the week in which they would be
evaluated but did not know the exact day on which the evaluation
occurred.

Teachers were assked if the classes which were visited by the
¢ o evaluators were similar in content and emphasis. Seven of the
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teachers interviewed recalled that the classes were s milar. Four
teachers thought that the claszes observed by the two
administrators were different. Three tesachers could not remember

what classez were evaluated.

———— e e . e e amet Samemm Mo =

Teachers were asked tc discuss their thoughts and feelings
concerning the central rcle played in the evaluation process by
the principal and the vice-principal. Eight teachers agreed with
the central role played by the administrators in the evali:»:-ion
process. Onc teacher who agreed with the central role played by
the adnministrators said this:

Our faculty feels secure with our administrators as

evaluators. They are honest, conasistent, and don’t

Pull punches. It gives you a sense of security. We

decided we wantad only administrators, and I’m sure

the decision was influenced by past experience with

the principal and vice-principnal.

Three tescher: were positive with r ! reaervation concerning the
administiator’s central role. A \ acii. - who had high regsrd for
the adniniatratc s was concerned that inte..ursonal diffc ences

could be a problem fur some:

I can aee problems if ycu don’t get along with the
administrator.

One teacher favored a lass central role for edministrators in

the evaluation process. Two teachers expressed no opinion,

Teachers were asked whether they chose as part of their
individual career ladder plans individual or teanm goals. Six

teachers chose individual goals. Six teachers chose a combination
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of individvral anu +team goals. One teacher chosa team goals
exclusively.

Teachers offered a wide variety of responses when asked to
discuss why they made their choices. ¥ost teachers indicated that
@ concern for their students coupled with the suggeat;ons made by

the school’s career ladder committee advisors were :he most

influential factors effecting their decisions.

Teachers were asked if their individual goals and career
ladder plans were changed during the initial interview held with
the career ladder committee. Seven teachers indicated that ‘hey
diua not make any changes in their plans as a resuit of the
irn: »rview proc2s8. Five teachers said that they made changes in
their plans. One of the changes men:ioned invoived rescheduling
time guidelinus to make goal attainment more feasible. Another
wdification mentioned was a change ip the type of evaluatio~ to
be used with cert=in goala.

Teachers ulso received assistance on their ~areer ladder
proposals at their quarterly evaluations. All of the teacherrs
interviewed indicated that discussion of career ladder proposals
during these evaluations was quite general and designed to make

gure that thinys were going smoothly.

Teachers were asked whether they expected to receive the
full point values (and therefore maximun career ladder
remuneration) at the end of the year. A& previously mentioned, a

teacher in the school could earn up to 100 points. These points
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directly influenced the amount of money earned.

Nine teachers thought that they would “most likely" receive
close to the maximum number of pointa possible. Une c¢f these
teachers had thia to say:

Pretty close. It may not be completely, but my

individual goals look good so far and that is the

bulk of the money.

Four teachers thought that they would receive a majority ot the
points. One of these teachers said:

Probably not (all) but at least the majority. Everyone

in the program received an advance in November and

December because the adminiatration figured everyone

would at least pass that many of the points.

Teacher Thoughts on the £1,000 Award

Ivachers were asked to discuss whether the £1,000 career
iadisr award was adequate compensation. Seven teacheras thought
that the amount was too low. 3ome of this sentiment waeg quite
strong. For example, a teacher who was disappointed with the
amount gaid:

Heck no. There is some reaentment sbout not beiny

Paid for all you do already and now having to prove

what you do to be puid more...

Other teachers who thought the amount was too low took a more
roderate view:

do, but I see it ag a steppin:; st~ne to bigger

and better things. It 1s an i~swntive, but they would

have to pay me a lot more to do thisa many essays

a week.

Four teachers though that the amouirt was satisfactory at the

present time yet., they favored adding more money if it became

availeble. Three teachers did not have an opinion.
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TeachrFrs were asked to reflect on how many extra hours of
woTk were brought on by implementation of their career ladder
program. Five teache:s did not think that any additional time was
involved. Most of thsee teachers thought that they coxutinued to
perform asctivities which they had always done ia the past:

I don’t feel I‘’ve expended extra hours because
I was already doing this.

Five teachers declined to answer the queation. These teachers
thought that answering the question would reveal their
identities. Two teachers thought that they had spent more than
SO0 extra hours performing tasks associated with their Career
Ladder Plan. A teacher who tr.ought this said:

Tough question--because we are always working on it.

We’ve probably put in 50 hours and we’re only half way.

We are doing a lot of extra wc = above and beyond what we

did laat year.
Orne teacher recalled sper.ing spproximately 12 hours a weel =rire
time on career ladder duties. One other teacher thought <that
members of the faculty were spending about about an hour a week
extra time because of the school’s Career Ladder Plan.

Suggestions for Improving ihe System

Teachers were zsked to discuss any modifications they would
like to see made with the miiu-ile school’s Career Ladder Plan.
Responses were quite varied yet several themes emerged from their
responses.

One auggestion involved the number of sndividuals on the
evaluution committee. The consensus of opinion was that more than

two individuals should be on the committee. At least one of these

individuals should be a tesacher cu adriniiirator with experiiwe
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in the teacher’s skill area. Another suggestion involved adding
an evaluator to the committee from another school.

‘Other comments focused on the role of peers, parents, and
students in the evaluation process. Concern was expressed that
peer evaluation might become too political, while at the same
time, parents might not have the training in evaluaticn
techniques to do the job properly. Peers could be used only if
fairness would be sorehow guaranteed. Others thought that parent
and student input could be helpful if it was weichted 1less

heavily than administrator input.

This school’s plan was accepted well by the teachers.
Teachers perceivaed that the planning process was open and that
members oX the career ladder cocmmittee were hard working and
responsive. The committee w=as perceived as being flexible even
after the plan was underway.

The plan included volunta.y - .icipation with all teachers
#73ing 3ligible to apply. Ti & sromoted high morale among teachers
as well sae a willingness to work with the specifics of the plan.
The specifics of the plan were perceived as being clear und fair.
Evaluations were made on academic, individual and teesna goals.
Teachers Jiked the idea that individual goals were weighted more
heavily. This development offered teachers a degree of control
over their programs. They were allowed to create their own
pProgram specially designed for their classes. The large degree of
teachar input created the perception that the program was

supporting excellence in classroom skills.
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Questionnaire Data Summary
Suburban District Middle School

Thirty-four teachers in the middle school responded to a
sixteen item juestionnaire which wasa designed to sample teacher
opinion concerning the school’s Career Ladder Plan. Teachers were
asked to respond according to a five point Likert scale. The
scale was used to assess the degre= to which teachers agreed or
disagreed with statements concerning the srascifics of the
school’s Career Ladder Pian. The scale was constructed in the
following manner:

1= Strongly 2% Somewhat 3= Neutral 4= Somewhat 5= Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

A complete 1listing of the statements and descriptive
statistics for teacher responses mey be found in Appendix 5-9.
Most of the responses by middle school teachers were« B
middle range somewhere between somewhat agree to n. co
somewhat disagree. However, :averal items drew more ...:.reme
respnse patterns.

One statement that teschers responded to indicated that not
enough money was provided to adequately fund the Career Ladder
Plan. ‘e mean response by teachers was 1.647 with an SD of
1.041. This indicated tha* many of “he teachers surveyed agreed
that not enough money was available. This sentiment was expressed
by over half of the teachers interviewed as well.

Another statewment indicated that the scheol’s Career Ladder
Plan encouraged educaticiial improvements. The mean response by
teachers wes 1.735 with an SD of .898. Middle school teachers

tended to agree that educational improvements were created by the
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Plarn. An additional statement indicatad that tira schoeol’s Career
Ladder Program was cffective in €Tt uins end  ravarding good
teachirig. The mean response was 2.206 w.v> 2. 3D ef 1.920, Once
again, the overall response was positive, slecusugh not as much as
with the previous item mentioned. When exe#ni. ing these two items
together, it is clear that middle school teschers maintained a
generally positive attitude regarding the func:ional capabilities
of their school’s Career Ladder Plan. This point is further
demonstrated by tsacher responges to several other questionnaire
statementa. The mean response to the statement “continue our
school’s program as it now exists" was 1.575 with an SD of ,902.
Disagreement characterized the teschers’ response "0 the
statement "terminate our school’s program; it cannot be
rehabijitated”. The mean response was 4.606 with an SD of .788.
When coupled, the data from these two statements tend to
coincide with information received in the teacher interviews.
Teachers generally 1liked their plan and were not in favor of
terminating it.

The cuestionnsire responses generally mirrored the responses
obtained in the intwrviews with several exceptions. In the
questionnaire data teachers were 8lightly les® positive and more
neutral or cautious in their reactions to the Career Ladder
Plan. For example, in the questionnaire teachers expressed
neutrality regarding statements such as "almost all of t:e
negative feelings generated by the Career Ladder Plan have gone
away oy now". In the interviews, the majority of teachers

expressed that 1little or no hostility or negative feelings had

been stirred up by the plan. Overall, teachers were positive.
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Suburban Districi fiddle School Questicnnaire Data

STATEMENT # MEAR SD
1. 2.205 1.250
2. 3.824 1.381
3. 2.471 1.187
4. 3.647 1.390
S. 2.912 1.357
6. 3.147 1.258
7. 3.676 1.224
8. 2.588 1.351
9. 3.618 1.280

10. 1.647 1.041

11. 3.794 1.298

2. 1.735 .898

13. 2.765 1.415

14. 1.576 .902

15. 3.871 1.176

16. 4.606 .788
Section II

YEARS OF SERVICE MEAN = 8.844 FULL TIME TEACHERS = 32

FULL TIME COUNSELORS = 1

PRINCIPAL 1

17 FEMALE = 14 NR <NO RESPONSE> = 3

SEX MALE
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Structural Features of the High School Plan

The high school’s Career Ladder Plan featured five levels. A
teecher had to possess certain qualifications in order t~ g2
placed on each of the five career ladder levels (see Ay diyw
S-100.

Level One was the most basic rur: ~: the ladder. Teachers at
~.118 level were paid according to * ¥ d-ustrict’s predetermined
salary schedule. Teachers at this le v. were not eligible for
career ladder funds. Includaed at this level were apprentice or
provisional teachers, teachers with one to three years total
teaching experience, and teachers who were new to the district.

At Level Two, teachers were also paid according to the
district’s predetermined salary schedule. These teachers were not
eligible for career iadder money. Includad at this level were
teachers who chose not to apply for career ladder funds as well
as thoss teachers who were on probation.

Level Three teachers were paid according to the district’s
salary schedule but were also eligible for career ladder funds.
Included at this level were those teachers who mizht be removed
from Levels One and/or Two and those who have receivad proper
certification for teaching. Additionally, Level Three teachers
received satisfactory evaluations based on published evaluation
criteria. Based on these criteria, the teacher’s evaluation had
to yield a score of at least three on the career ladder
evaluation form (see Appendix S5-11). This score was a composite

score from the evaluation team which consisted of the principal

or vice-principal, departmental chair and a teacher from another

188




0
'

€6

department. The intent was to have this team evaluvate each
applicant twice, but because of time constraints, this did not
alwe~x happen. Teachers at this level also had to be willirs o
ser~+< H»n a pecrr evaluation committee.

Level Four teachers were paid according to the district’s
salery schedule and were eligible for career ladder funds as
wall. Included at Level Four were those teachers who met the
criteria for 'evel Three, those who pdssessed approp- iate
certification, and those who earned s bachelor’s dwgree plus 45
hours of graduate work o: other equivalent educational
experiences. Level Four teachers had to have & minimim of five
years of teaching experience. The teacher also had to have five
preceeding (and consecutive) years of satisfactory evaluations
based on departmental criteria. Ar evaluation point score of four
on ® :@ career ladder evaluation form was required of teachers =t
this level. Level Four teachers also had to be willing to work
with student teachers and be willing to serve as peer teacher
evaluators.

Teachers at Level Five were eligible for career ladder funds
in addition to being on the district’s salary schedule. Included
at Level Five were teachers *ho r2t the criteria established for
Level Four plus those who possessed appropria*e certificetion.
These teachers were required t hold a bachalor’s degree plus
sixty hours of graduate work, or equivalent educational
experience, or a master’s degree. Level Five teachers had {9 have
at least 10 years of teaching experience and gsatisfactory

evaluations for 10 preceeding (and consecutive) years. These
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evaluations were based on departmental criteria, and each teacher
was required to receive an evaluation point score of at least
four on the career ladder evaluation form. Level Five teachers
had to be willing to work with student tsachers and also be
willing to accept leadership responsibilities. In addition to
serving as evaluators of other teachers as well, Level Four and
Level Fiva teachers could apply for extra career ladder money.
This money was to be used for summer curricilum development
projects and was part of the district’s 11 month sontract.

The total amount of money allotted for ti:.» high school’s
Career Ladder Plan was 540, 900. The money « s divided among

teachers according to there criteria:

Level Three teachers received X dollars
i.wvel Focur teachers received 2X dollsrs

i.evel Five teachers received 2.5X dollars

Money at =~ach level (the zrecific amount of dollars) was
determinesl] by taking the total funds allotted (minus the amount
spent on program development) and dividing this iigure by the
total “asiber of people multilpied by the weighted wvariable (X,
2X, or 2.5X)>. Approximately 20X or $8,000 of the funds went to
Level Three teachers, 38% or approximately 815,000 of the funds
went to Level Four teachers and the rest (42% or £$17,000) went to

Level Five teachers.
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The High fSchool Carser Ladder Plan

Teacher Perceptions

As previously described, the high school’s Career Ladder
Plan was characterized by a series of levels which teachers could
qualify for. The higher the level ¢r the caresr ladder, the more
remuneration teachers were eligible " .

Twelve teachers at the high school were interviewed and
<sked what lavel of the plan they qualified for. Six tes=clrers
quaiified for Level Five, three teachers gqualified for Level
Four. and two qual:i:fied for Level Three, (One teasher whe wau

interviewed did not participate irn the progran.

- e W . s . s - —_—————==

Teachera were asked whether they thought that the
distribution of fuids through the level system was fair. Ten
of the 12 teachers thcocught :that the manner in which funds were
distributed was fair. Many teachers responded positively because
of the openness of the plan’s design. Commenting on the ‘. evels,

this teacher s&id:

1 feel good about it. Thar® isn’t that much daiffo. oo
moneywise between the levels--only eao.at S200.

Another teacher said this:

Yes8, it’s good. There is no limit to how many can qualify
for a level, and it ies pretty open.

One teacher did not have an opinion while another teacher did nct

answer the question.
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The high school teachers were also asked to discuss the
additional responsibilities they were required to take on as a
result of caresr ladders. Teachers at Level Thowe mentioned that
their additional responsibilities were based on work they were
already doing. Teachers at Level Four of the Plan indicated that
they functicned as faculty advisors and attended monthly
meetinga. Level Five teachers had several different percepfions.
Several of these teachers thought that their workload had not
changed. They were guick to point out that they were at school
until S5:00 P.M. grading papers, evaluating teachers, and working
with student tsachers. Other Level Five tenchers noted that the
only differenue was that some of them were willing to serve on
evaluation committees. 1Two teachers recalled that departmental
chairpersons were working more. Among these extra duties were
administrative functions such as textbook ordering, outlining

curriculum, and proctoring national testing.

R 3 a1 o

The high s&chool teachers were asked to discuss their
evaluations, who evalusnted them, the kinds cf scorees they
received, plus the accuracy and fairness of their evaluations.

As mentioned previously, in this school, each teacher was to
be evaluated twice by one of two evaluation teans. Each
evaluation team consisted of three evaluators: the principal or
the vice-principal, the teacher’s departmental chairperson, and a

teacher from another academic department. Because of scheduling
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problems the three members of the team were typically unable to
vigit the same claas.

Teachers were asked to recall what kinds of scores they
received. The highest possible score a teacher could receive was
@& five. The range of reported scores was 3.0 to 4.8. The average
score obtained by those teachers interviewed was 4.4. The median
score obtained was 4.6.

Teachers were asked to discuss whether they thought the
evaluation process was fair and accurate. Eight teachers thought
that the process was fair and accurate. A teacher who thought
this said:

I thought they were. We all met with our committees

and our principal was real good about saying, “Let’s

look at areas of improvement, because everyone can

improve, and let’s point out the positive sreas as well."”

Another teacher who thought the process was fair said:

Yes. If anything, they weren’t as discriminating as
I would be on myself.

Three teachers had mixed reactions to the evaluation process. The
biggest concern for these teachers focused on the criteria for
evaluation. A teacher made this comment:
I don’t know. The biggest problem we had with evaluating
was nobody knew how to evaluate. How do you evaluate?
Everybudy did it differently. We have a consistency
probl=m and maybe need more inservice. What is the dif-
ference between a three and a five?...
The data indicates that most teachers favored the method in which
the evaluations .;ere conducted. Some concern was expressed over

qualitative differences in some ratings, but overall, the process

was received well.
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Teachers were asked whether the three evaluators were
consistent in their evaluative comments. Six of the teachers
interviewed thought that the three evaluations were very similar.
A teacher summarized the consistency between ratings by saying:

Most everything they talked about all three
agreed on. They know me pretty well.

Another teacher said this:

The scores were all very close. Everyboly was looking

for different things, 80 their comments came from their

angle, but the summary unified it.
Five teachers thought that the evaluations completed by three
different evaluators were close in most respects. One of these
teachers said this:

They were the same in some respects. The out of

department person looked at you in terms of

management, tardiness, rollbook, etc. The department

chair and principal looked more at academics.

The data indicates that the majority of teachers thought that

there was consistcncy in the evaluations between raters.

Teachers were asked %o recall whether the classes observed
by the evaluators were comparable. Seven teachers thought that
the classes where they were evaluated were comparable. A teacher
commented that there was a consistency between classes because of
the type of students in the classes:

I teach all upper level classes. So it doesn’t make
much difference which ones they walk into.

Four teachers indicated that there were not many similarities

betweer the classes where evaluators were present. A teacher who

thought this said:
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I have quite a wide range of classes. They came on
different days, one in the class at a time.

When combiyed with information from previous questions, it
is apparent that the majority of teachers interviewed thought the
evaluation process was accurate and fair. Teachers indicated that
the evaluations completed by the different evaluators were
consistent and comprehensive.

Teachers were given the opportunity ;o participate in a
post-evaluation conference with the evaluators. The purpose was
to provide an opportunity for give and take discussion concerning
any aspect of the evaluation between %the teacher and the
evaluators. Questions were asked about areas where scores might
have bsen low and suggestions for improvement were discussed.

In discussing the usefulness of this conference, 10 of the
12 teachers interviewed thought that this conference was helpful.
Many teachers referred to the conference as an ego-boost and a
confidence builder. This comment was quite rspresentative of
positive teacher asentiment:

They did have some good suggestions. It was more helpful

in that it was nice to feel appreciated. It was a good,

open conversation and a help to my morale.

Another teacher said this:
Yes, it made you feel good about the evaluation. You

knew nobody was out to hurt you, and they gave good answers
as to why they evaluated you as they did. You had something

concrete to work with.
These comments underscore the fact that rapport between teachers
and administrators was good throughout this process. A spirit of

cooperation and a desire to make the plan work within the school.

were major factors which contributed to teacher’s positive
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perceptions of the evaluation process.

Teachers were asked about their experience as a member of an
evaluating team. The teacher’s role on the evaluating team was to
assist in evaluating cclleagues. 1l of the 12 teachers
interviewed said that they had sarved on the teanm.

Nine of the 12 teachers said that they enjoyed their
experiences. One of the 12 said this about the experience:

I really enjoyed it. They accepted me graciously into

their classrooms, and it was a chance to see them teach.

I enjoyed that and also getting to know what goes on in
other areas.

Two teachers cdescribed their experience as being uncomfortable
and difficult. Much of the discomfort was associated with having
to perform evaluations on a colleague. The unfamiliar role
created some distress as well. One teacher who did not have a
good experienqe said this:

I was a little uncomfortable because the teacher

was not thrilled about Ry coming into her class.

She was nervous and very defensive.

The data indicates that most teachers enjoyed their
experiences as evaluators. Some teachers, however, had

difficulty adjusting to the roie of evaluator and had less than

positive experiences.

Teachers who participated in the evaluation pProcess used a
specially developed evaluation form (see Appendix 5-11). Teachers
wer= asked whether they thought the form was adequate to help

them perform the evaluation. Seven teachers thought that the
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form was adequate. Three teachers thought that although the form
was of some help, there were several areas which needed minor
improvements. A teacher who thought the form was adequate and
needed no changes gaid:

The summ&ary section at the bottom of the form made
it posaible for you to cover everything.

Another teacher said:

It was adeguate for me because I kneu exactly what I
wanted...

One of the teachers who thought the form needed more work in a
few areas said:

In gsome areas it was, but in other areas, it was

necessary to just write in your own or ignore things

that didn’t apply.
Another teacher described the form this way:

The forms were probably the hardest things to come up

with. You just kind of had a sense of what was going
on--an overall feeling.

Teachers were asked to comment on whether they saw enough
classroom activity to adequately perform their duties as
evaluators. Eight teachers thought that they saw enough to make
their evaluations. Three teachers said they would have wanted to
see more in order to make their evaluations. A teacher who felt
comfortable with the amount of time said this:

1 did, because I made it a point to do that. I guess

we all did as much as we felt we needed. We’ve all been

here a long time and know each other pretty well.

One of the teachers who wanted more exposure as an evaluator said

this:

197



No, it was pretty general overall. It Just depended on

what they were doing that day. It’s hard to see in a one

or two shot look whether a teacher stimulates interest or

keeps atudents on task.
The Critical variable in whether teachers saw enough as
evaluators was what the teacher observed. Most teachere irdicated
that they observed an amount of teaching and interaction with the
students which they felt was adequate for performing the
evaluation.

Most teachers also indicated that both their observations

(teachers avaluated their colleagues on two separate occasions)

were compare®le in terms of what they saw.

Teachers were asked to discuss the impact of their role as
an evaluator on professional relations in the achool. Of concern
were teacher perceptions of changes--positive or negative--in the
way teachers were relating to one another. Seven teachers said
that fhey could detect no changes in professional relatione
related to their service as evaluators. These teachers indicated
that a business as usual attitude was adopted by the faculty.
One teacher made this comment:

You only evaluated one person, and this person is

acroas the building. At least I know the person a

little better, but as far as changing anything else

I don‘’t think it‘a had any bearing.

Four teachers perceived a change for the better in professional
relations because of their service as an evaluator. A teacher who
thought this way said this:

Yes, I think so. You have more respect for what people
are doing in other areas.
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A departmental chair who thought that positive effects had come

out of service as an evaluator said:
It’s strengthened my position as department chair. Members
of the department are more willing to talk to me about
problems in classrooms. I feal closer to the administration
and more acquainted with others in other departrents.
When asked if they would serve as evaluaters again, 11 of
the 12 teachers interviewed indicated that they would do so.

Responses ranged from, ‘“Yes, definitely" tc "Sure, it’s part of

the job" te “Yes, just not aa often.™

Reaction toward Central Role of Peers in the Evaluation Process

The evaluation process at the high school centers around the
idea of peer review. Teachers were asked to discuss their
thoughts and fes®lings concerning this portion of the school’s
career ladder program. The teachers interviewed were quite
positive concerning their central rele in the evaluation process.
11 of the 12 teschers interviewed thought that a central role in
the process for teachers was appropriate. Most of the positive
sentiment centered around the perception that teachers know what
to 1look for when evaluating their colleagues. One teacher who
approved gaid this:

Yes, a teacher has a basi: background. You know
more things to lcok for.

Another teacher sgsaid:

Yes, esvecially with three people on the evaluation
comnmittee.

Teachers were ssked to discuss changes which would improve

the peer review process. Six teachers thought that there was no
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need to change the Frocess. Two teachers suggested that student
involvement in the Process might provide for a more accurate
evaluation. Regarding this Suggestion, a teacher sgaid:

«».Certain students could give fair evaluations.

Teachers have to be involved with evaluation, hut

when it comes down to a final decision about inconm-

petence that should fall on the administration’s

shoulders.
Another sauggestion made was that the achoecl should prowvide
teachers with more time to perform evaluatione. One teacher
suggested that hiring an independent evaluator would be an
improvement. One other teacher sugoested that more structure and

discipline was needed in making sure that all evaluations which

were supposed to be completed were in fact done.

This school’s pilot Career Ladder Plan was quite succesful.
There are several factors that appear to be keys to this 5uUccass.
It appears that decentralized planning, administrative
leadership, heavy input from teachers, and involvement by the
teachers in the evaluation process contributed.heavily to the
Success enjoyed by this school.

The principal at the school is perceived by the faculty as
being a strong leader who is very Xair and consistent. Teachers
vere eager to participate in the Plan. There are several factors
which contributed to this willingness. Teachers perceived that
they contributed f1leavily and had a Rajor stake in ownership of
the plan. Teachers thought the plan was clear and fair. The plan
was voluntary and all teachers were eligible to share the money,

The application Process was quite clear and straightforward. In
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addition, there were no quotas controlling the distribution of
funds.

The Peer Review Component was largely succesaful as well.
Teachsre wera very supportive of this component. The data
indicated that the majority of teachers thought that fair scores
had been received. There were however, several weaknesses
revealed concerning this component of the plan. Teachers were
careful not toc be too hard on their colleagues, as evidenced by
generally high scores. Most teachers knew what levels their
colleagues needed to receive career laddar compensation and,
therefore, tried to be accorodating. The malor plus of the Peér
Review Componen£ was that the majority of teachers interviewsd
thought the process was good for morale. The main problem
perceived by teachers concerned the evaluation process. Although
this component was successfully reviewed by teachers, some
thought that it could be improved further by bringing in outside
evaluators, providing more training for evaluations, and creating

more specific guidelines for ratings.
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Questionnaire Data Summary
Suburban District High School
Fifty teachers in the high 8chool responded to a 37 item

questionnaire which was designed and administered by the
district. The Purpose of the questionnaire was to sample teacher
opinion concerning the high aschool’s Career Ladder Program.
Teachers were asked to raspond according to a five pPoint Likert
scale. The acale was used to assess the degree t*o which teachers
agreed or disagreed with statements concerning the specifics of
the school’s Career Ladder Plan. The &Cale was constructed in the
foliowing manner:

1= Strongly 2= Somewhat 3= Neutral 4-= Somewhat 5= Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

A complete lieting of questionnaire items may be found in
Appendix 5-12. However, certain items warrant discussion at this
point because of the way in which teachers responded.

In response to the item that the Career Ladder Plap
encouraged and improved education, the teachers’ mean response
was 1.20 with an SD of .8S0. In response to the item which
stated that the Career Ladder Plan hed rewarded teachers who
des=cved nore money and recognition, the teachers’ mean response
was 2.17 with an SD of 1.11. These data indicate tend to confirm
wvhat wasg brought out in the interviews. Specifically, teachers
were positive regarding the school’s Career Ladder Plan and its
impact on teachers and tsaching.

The response of teachers to an item which stated that the
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was 4.480 with an SD of .680. 1In response to the item which
stated that the Career Ladder Plan discourages cooperation
between teachers, teachers also expressed disagreement. The mean
responese was 4.190 with an SD of 1.070. The data coafirm the
findings of the interviews regarding teacher to teacher relations
as well as teacher to administration relstioas. The responses
indicate that professional relations among themselves and with
the administration were not damaged by the school’s Career Ladder
Plan.

Another item stated that the school’s Career Ladder Flan was
not beneficial to the students. Once again, teachers expressed
clear disagreement with this statement. The mean response was
4.020 wih an SD .850. The results of these three items together
confirm the findings of the interview. Specifically, teachers
felt good about the contribution the plan was making to the
educational process,

One area where teachers expressed some reservations in the
questionnaires concerning the school’s Career Ladder Plan was in
the area of funding. In response to the statement indicating that
funding for the program was too low the mean for teachers was
2.09C with an SD of .970. However, when responding to the
statement that the Career Ladder Plan would cause them to leave
teaching, most teachers did not agree. The mean response was
4.540 with an SD of 1.03.

As previously mentioned, the questionnaire data confirms the
interview findings. Teachers thought that their program was an
acceptable, well-planned, and fair program. Teacher cooperation

in pianning and evaluation coupled with strong leadership from
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tne administrators appeared to be critical faéﬁors in the

rogramn’s success.
Proyg
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Suburban District High School

Questionraire Data

STATEMENT # MEAN 3D
1. 1.340 -479
2. 1.167 . 377
3. 2.420 . 906
4. 3.062 1.262
S. 2.875 1.409
6. 3.286 1.080
7. 2.8049 1.147
8. 2.578 1.158
9. 3.292 .8749

10. 2.182 1.167

11. 1.958 567

12. 2.702 1.102

13. 2.080 1.226

14. 1.900 1.035

25. 2.646 1.176

l6. 3.760 1.255

17. 3.820 1.335

i8. c.479 1.220

19. 2.143 1.339

20. 1.896 1.077

21. 2.580 1.513

22. 2.020 1.020

23. 2.776 1.571

24. 1.740 . 853
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25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.

49.

4.187
2.700
4.184
2.060
4.440
2.895
4.182
2.551
2.848
4.480
3.020
2.170
2.660
4.021
2.085
2.880
4.540
1.896
2.469
2.146
3.574
3.500
3.191
1.979

2.458

1.065
1.093
1.034
.890
.907
1.269
1.018
1.138
1.010
577
1.127
1.110
1.099
.847
. 974
1.223
1.034
.857
.830
. 945
1.118
1.374
1,191
1.082

1.304
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CHAPTER SIX

Cross Site Analysais

Before we attempt to analyze and integrate the results fronm
the case studies 1t would be helpful to pause for a moment,
distance ourselves from the data, and place the concept of career
iadders in clearer perspective. The call for career ladders came
out orf a larger national movement to improve schools (Education
Commission of the States, 1983). The logic w&s simple; teachers
infiuence iearning, so one way to improve learning in the schoolis
was to improve the quality of teachers. This couid be done
through the retention of superior teachers, the attrac“ion of
higher quality teachers and also through the improvement of
working conditions for teachers.

This 1linkage between career ladders and teachers 1s an
important one conceptually and methodologically for this study.
Conceptuaily, career ladders should be viewed as a means toward
an end. The desired end is improved learning in our schools.
Teachers provide the necessary linkage between the time, energy,
and money invested in career ladders and the desired outcome,
improved schools. The centrality of teachers in <this change
process should be remembered as we discuss our data.

The centrality of the teacher in the career ladder/improved
schools argqument aiso has methodological implications as weli. If
career ladders are to have their desired effect on
teaching/iearning in the classroom, the central rocle of the
teacher as an intervening variable should be addressed. In this

stuay, we have focused on the attitudes and beliefs of teachers
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impacted by six different career ladder plans. The limitations of
this type of research approach will be addressed subseguently,
but the strengths of this approach should be noted. Central to
any research on career ladders in education should be the
guestion, "“How are career ladders affecting the attitudes,
beliefs, and work conditions of teachers?" To ignore this issue
is to ignore the central role that teachers play in the career
ladder/school improvement argument.

Having said this, several cautions concerning the present
research should be noted. The first involves long term versus
short term effects. No proponent of career ladders has promised
immediate, short term gains as a result of career ladders. THe
positive effects of career ladders will be felt, if felt at all,
over a long period of time. Accordingly, research results which
focus on the sghort term effects of career ladders should be
viewed cautiously.

In a similer way, the attitudes and beliefs of teachers
should not be viewed as fixed or constant entities. These
attitudes and beliefs are the result of past experiences and if
these experiences have not included contact with such factors as
differentiated responsibilities, incentive pay, and intensive
evaluation, teachers’ feelings may be egative or neutral. One
criterion that could be used in judging the effectiveness of
initial career ladder efforts is the extent tc which those
efforts accomodate and attempt to change teacher belief
structures,

This latter point underscores an important philosophical

starting point for our research. if teaching is to develop as a
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true profession, then teachers must be equipped to deal with
complex professional issues. Research in teacher evaluation
(Kauchak, Peterson, & Driscoll, 1985), as well as career ladders
(Murphy & Hart, 1925), has indicated the need for development
efforts in this area.

Finally, the exploratory nature of the research should be
noted. The case studies were conducted in four districts in a
relatively small state, population wise, in what some might arque
is a non-representative state. In addition, the research was
conducted during the completion of the first year of career
ladders, when teacher attitudes and beliefs were changing and
being formed. As such, the case studies can be thought of as snap
shots of what existed at the time of the study. Accordingly,
thhses findings should be treated as tentative and hopefully
generative of future research on career ladders.

With these thought in mind, let us turn to the results of

our cross district analysis.

Results

One of the most striking findings was the dramatic
differences between districts in teacher involvement in the
planning and implementation process and the concommitant effect
this appeared to have on teachers’ acceptance of the plans. In
general, when teacher involvement was high, teacher acceptance of
the plan was L.gh and when involvement was low, acceptance was
low.

First, what are some examples of high teacher involvement?

In all three of the pilot schools, teacher input was actively
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sought in the design and implementation ¢f the plan. At the pilot
high school, teachers elected representatives to the planning
committee and served on the peer evaluation committees. At the
elementary school, teachers had a non-majority representation on
the planning committee and served cen the peer @valuation
committees. At the pilot middle school, teachers served on the
planning committee and conscious efforts were made€ during the
planning process to involve all faculty in a two-way dialogue
about the content and procedures of the plan.

At the other end of the spectrum, we see a relative lack of
involvement by teachers in Urban District in the planning and
implementation of the plan. Teachers constituted a definite
minority on the planning and had little input in the design and
imp.ementation of the plan. Top down is probably as accurate a
term as any to characterize this approach. It is interesting to
note that some of th: most negative feelings tnward career ladder
existed in this districet.

This finding should not come as a suprise to those who have
investigated the effectiveness of organizations. Participative
decision making has been found to positively influence
productivity in industry (Hauck, 1979). In education a series of
studies showed teacher morale to be directly related to
participation in decision making (National Educat.ion Association,
1964). In a study of acceptance of new practices in education,
researchers found teachers’ sense of ownership of new prolects
related to the degree they were involved in decisions about the
project (McGlaughlin & Marsh, 1978). Finally, in a study of

effective teacher evaluation practices, teacher i1nvolvement and
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responsibiliity was found to be a crucial cormponent of effective
systems (Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin & Bernstein, 1984).

The effectiveness of communication channels was another
variable which appeared 1linked to teacher acceptance. Where
communication efforts were successsul, as evidenced by high
teacher understanding of the plan, acceptance also tended to be
high. The opposite was also true:; confusion and lack of
understanding was generally associated with negative attitudes.

Several factors may be involved here. Scale was definitely a
factor; the larger the educational unit, the larger the task for
career ladder plans to disseminate plan characteristics. This
problem was evident in Tennessee’s Career Ladder Plan (Toch,
1984: Update, 19853>. In our study, the size of the institutions
varied from one district with 11,635 students and 535 teachers to
one pilot school with 586 students and 25 teachers. Clearliy the
communication problems invoived in a large district were more
compiex than those in a smaller district or one schoool.

However, size aione was not the only factor involived.
Pockets of confusion were uncovered in both Rural and Snow
districts with 93 and 61 teachers respectively, whereas this
problem was not evident at the pilot middle and high schoois
which had facuities of 54 and 80 respectively.

Two factors affecting the ccmmunication problem may be
involved in the career ladder systems we studied. Cne is the
complexity of the career ladder system. As a career ‘dder system
becomes more complex, communication problems increa-: This may
have been a factor in Snow District which asked teacners to

provide <their own 1nitiative in compiling a multi-line dossier
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system. By comparison, the pilot schools appeared to have more
clearly understood systems <(at least from a participant
perspective). These systems required teachers to do what they
always did, 1. ©., teach and be observed oy a peer or
administrators. This was the case in the pilot middle and high
schools. 1In the pilot elementary school individual conferences
were used to define and clarify how teacher projects would meet
school goals.

The other factor present in the pilot middle school was a
planned communication network in which each member of the
planning committee was assigned specific other teachers as part
of his or her communication responsib:ilities. This assignment
involved both dissemination of information from the planning
committee and carrying feedback from individual teachers back to
the planning committee. The success of this pianned communication
effort warrants further research.

Another aspect of communication was planned inservice
brograms for teacher participants. In both Snow and Rural
districts, these inservice efforts were viewed posaitively by
teachers, who thought that the information gained was helpful in
shaping and understanding career ladder features.

In addition to teacher involvement and effective
communication efforts, another variable positively related to
teacher acceptance was administrative involvement. The nature of
the administrative invoivement appeared crucial. Democratic.
supportive, and interactive principais were a prominent feature
at each of the pilot schoois. Supportive and facilitating

Superintendents’ invoivement was positiveiy noted in poth Kural
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and Snow districts. Interestingly, heavy building level principal
involvement was not found in these districts. 1in Urban District
the involvement of the building level Principals was more
perfunctory. They were to serve as evaluators and did not appear
to take a major role in helping teachers understand or modify the
career ladder plan. The centrality of the building 1level
administrators in shaping teacher acceptance of career iadder
features has been noted in a national study of innovations
(Berman & MsLaughlin, 1978) and in another'study of Utah career
ladders (Hart, 1985).

Another variable which surfaced in our data was the shape of
the career iadder Pyramid or the presence or absence of quotas.
The most positive Tresponse from teuchers came from the three
pPiiot school sites where virtually all teachers were eligible
(and coincidentally expected to receive caree;&zsadgf funds). The
most negative reactions came from Urban District where fixed
quotas were in place. It should be noted, however, that the
absence of quotas doesg not in itself guarantee teacher acceptance
48 was noted :in Snow District, which had neo Guotas.

Two other factors which surfaced in the analysis of the data
were problems with the evaluation process and the need for

lexibility in the design cf career ladder systems. In terms of
evaluation problenmg, respondents from both Rural and Snow
districts identified increased time and energy expended as a
result of career ladder brograms as a major problem 1in their
districts. Respondents in these districts questioned whether the

time and energy being expended would result in increassed learning

for their students. Here the distinction between job eniargement
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and performance recognition seems relevant.

Job enlargement involves redefining the teacher’s roie to
include other responsibilities such as curriculum development,
mentoring, and area coordination (Murphy & Hart, 1885).
Performance recognition involves rewarding teachers for their
performance in their teaching and does not require additional
responsibilities. The negative comments about increased amounts
of time were both related to documentation efforts for
performance recognition. It may be that teachers do not accept
the documentation task as a valid one for teachers. Here, the
amount of time involved appears to be & critical issue.

In terms of flexibility, it appearea positively related to
teacher acceptance. To the extent that career ladders were able
to accomodate the considerable diversity found within a systenm
the better the career ladder Plan was received by teuchers. This
finding was not as strongly supported as some of the others but
the data is suggestive in this directian. At the positive end of
the spectrum, in both the pilot elementary and middle schools,
teachers were permitted to design projects for their individuail
classrooms. The only negative comment about this component of
these schools’ career ladder plans occurred when resource
teachers had problems fitting into the general guidelines. Withain
Rural District the flexibility of the job enlargement component
was also viewed favorably by teachers.

However, three counter cases also surfaced. At both the
pilot middle and high schools, teachers encountered uniform
evaluation systems, and had no major complaints apout these

systems. In addition, Snow District teachers had consicerable
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latitude in the design of their dossiers, yet sentiment toward
the system was negative to mixed. Perhaps flexibility s

important only when job enlargement is the issue.

Summary and Discussion

The most suprising finding was one that did not occur.
Wwhen we began our study we were predisposed to look for
structural features of plans that were related to teacher
acceptance. This notion, or hypothesis, if you will, was
generated by previous research in teacher e?aluation in which we
found clear differences in teachers’ acceptance of various
teacher evaluation procedures (Kauchek, Peterson & Driscoll,
1985)>. Accordingly, we investigated career ladder systems that
had different structural.features, assuming that these wouid
relate to teacher acceptance. This did not occur.

For example, the type of evaluation system employed did not
appear crucial. Teachers in the pilot middle school reacted
pPositively to administrator evaluation while teachers in Ur ban
District reacted negatively. Our research failed to uncover any
substantive differences in the focus, frequency, or length of the
administrative visits in the two districts. Peer evaluation was
another structural +ariable which did not appeer related to
teacher acceptance. Teachers were involved in classroom visits in
the pilot middle school with positive reactions, while teachers
were 1involved in the evaluation of teacher dossiers in Snow
District with mixed to negative teacher acceptance.

In a similar way, the difference between Jjob enlargement and

performance recognition did not surface as a differentiating
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structural feature. We founa three sites (Snow, Urban, and Rural)
with negative teacher reactions to performance recognition
features of their systems, and two sites (pilot micddie and high
school) with positive teacher reactions ts this component. In
terms of job enlargement we found two sites (pilot elementary,
pilot middle: with positive reactions to Job enlargement and two
sites <(Urban and Rural Districts) with mixed reactions to this

component of their plans.

Recommendations

From a practical or applied perspective, the present
research has several implicaticns for the design and
implementation of these systems. The first is that teachers
should be integrally involved in the design and implementation of
these systems. This might seem obvious when we consider that the
central focus of career ladder impact 1is aimed at teachers
themselves, but this point has eluded career ladder developers 1in
this stete as well as those in others (Toch, 1984).

A second recommendation is for the development of planned
inservice and communication efforts. Teachers attitudes and
beliefs should not be viewed as fixed or static entities.
Inservice efforts should be used to expand teacher understandings
of the i1ssues involved. 1In addition, systematic communication
efforts should be used to promote two-way communication of ideas.

In the design of the career ladder, consideration should
alsc be given to the complexity of the system, and the time and
energy demands it places on participants. Tae more complex the

system the harder 1t is for teachers to understand and
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participate in the system. Also. participaticn in the systen
should not pull teachers away from their primary focus which 1is
teaching (Lortie, 1975). This appears to be especially
problematic when the focus of the system 1is performance
recognition and teachers are asked to expend considerable time
and effort in documenting good teaching.

Flexibility in meeting the diverse needs of the total
teaching population should also be a consideration in the design
of a career ladder system. An implicit theme which surfaced in a
large number of our interviews were the problems encountered by
teachers in diverse gettings with distinct assignments. This
problem surfaced with special education teachers, vocational
education teachers, physical education teachers, and even
"regular®” teachers at different grade levels. The measurement
problems involved in documenting good teaching were central here.

One final recommendation can be offered, relating to scale
and local autonomy. Given the positive findings in the pilot
schools that we investigated, the positive results in other
states with smalli scale projects (Natriello & Cohn, 1985; Burke,
1982; Schlecty, Joslin, Leak & Hanes. 1985) and the initial
negative results in laerge scale state projects (Toch, 1984;
Olson, 1986) we wonder about the advigability of large scale,
monolithic career ladder pians. Our findings, plus the findings
of others seem to suggest the advigsability of small scale

projects with loc&l control and sutonomy.

217




References

e ———— —_———— A=
- —— 2o — ——— e o — — e e — —— —

—— - —— . —— " == - —

——— . w —— — — —— p——

Burke, B. (1982). Round valley may never have the answer. Phi

Delta Kappan, Dec., 265-266.

——— e ———

Campbell, R.; Crocker, J.; Dupont-Johnson, L.; Marlaw, A.;
Schmidt, J.; Smith, R.; and Ward, J. (1984). Career ladders
for teachers in Utah: a study of the legislative decision.
Salt Lake City: Department of Educational Administration,

University of Utah.

Career Ladders Work Group. (1984). Career Ladder Quesationnaire.
Salt Lake City: Department of Educationai Administration,

University of Utah.

Denzen, N. (1978). The research act. Chicago: Aldine.

Education Commision of the States (1983). A summary of major

reports on education. Denver, Colorado.

Hart, A. (1985). Formal supervision by teachers in a career

ladder. Chicago: AERA.

Harty & Greiner, J. (1984). Issues in teacher incentive plians.

e Eme ammmamaam=m L aCS S M=o L=

Washington D.C.: Urban Institute.

Hauck, W. (1979). The Volvo "solutions': boon or boondoggle.

Industrial Management, 21, 17-2S.




Kauchak, D.; Peterson, K.: and Driscoll, A. ¢(1985). An intervies
study of teachers’ attitudes toward teacher evaluation

practices. Journal of Research and Development in

Sem—Sem— emmemSdLio o s R oL mNESXmmaxit

methodology. Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publication.

Lortie, D. (1975)., Schoolteacher: a gsociological study.

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

McLaughlin, M. & Marsh, D. (1978). Staff development and school

change. Teachers College Record, 80, 69-94.

Murphy, M. & Hart, A. (1985). Career ladder reforms. Sacramento,
California: California Commission on the Teaching

Professions.

National Education Associeation, Research Division (1964). Studie:
of teachar morale (Research ieno 1964-7). Washington, D.C.:

NEA.

Natriello, G. & Cohn, M. (1985). Critical issues in the devel -
opment of a merit pay system. Administrator’s Notebook,

31¢3), 1-4.

Olson, L. (1986). Pioneering state teacher incentive pilans in

Florida, Tennessee still under attack. Education week,

Lo

8, Jan. 15, 1,24,25.

219



Association.

Schlecty. P.:; Joslin, A.; Leak, S.; and Hanes, R. (1935). The
Charlotte-Micklenberg Teacher Carver Development Progranm.

Educational Lesdership, Jan., 5-8.

Schmidt, J. (1984). A study of House Bill il and 110. Salt
Lake City: Department of Educational Administration,

University of Utah.

Toch, T. (1984)>., States’ teacher jncentive plans are hitting

snags. Education Week, 30, April 18, 1, 15.

Update. (1985). Shaping Tennessee’s Career Ladder Program.

Knoxville: University of Tennessee, June, 1985,

Wise, A.: Darling-Hammond, L.; MclLaughlin, M.: arnd Bernstein, H.

(1984). Teacher evaluation: a study of efffective

practices. Santa Monica, California: Rand.

—_———_—— =

220




APPENDIX 2-1
SNOW DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN

- CAREER LADDER PLAN - YEAR TWC

Draft #1

PURPOSE

The purpose of the Career Ladder Plan in the Schoonl District is
ts improve educaticu by:

- recognizing and rewarding excellence in teaching

- providing opportunities for teacher advancement and promo-
tion

- compensating teachers for additional assignments

- making teacher salaries more competitive with other profes-

sions
- attracting and retaining the best teaching talent

CAREER LADDER STRUCTURE

Senior Teacher
Associate Teac;:;\:::::::::== Additional Responsibility Assignments

Certified Teacher

Certified Teacher is a teacher who is fully certified, but has not yet
presented a dossier for promotion or who has not yet been approved for
promotion.

Associate Teacher is a contributing, well functioning teacher, who has
successfully taught for three years, at least one of which is in the

School District, and has presented his/her '"dossier" which
must contain at least five credible lines of evidence, and been
approved for promotion by the promotion panel, receiving at least 5
affirmative votes. Teachers at the Associate level receive an annual
stipend of $1,500 beyond the base salary.

Senior Teacher is an exemplary teacher who:

- has taught at least six years, three of which must be in the

Schonl District
- has presented his/her dossier containing at least seven credible

lires of evidence which demonstrate the '"exemplary" nature of

his/her teaching ability.
- has been approved for promotion by the promotion panel - receiv-
ing at least seven affirmative votes.

Teachers at the Senior level receive ar annual stipend of $3,000
beyond the base salary.
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PROMOTION PROCESS
The promotion process has two steps:

- Preparation of the dossier
- Review and action of the dossier by the promotion paneal

Preparation of the dossier should take 2-3 years. The content of the
dossier is described under "Lines of Evidence".

Dossiers must be submitted at least two weeks prior to a schedule promotion
by the promotion panel members.

PROMOTION PANEL

The Promotion Panel has eight voting members at any one time - four teach-
era, two administrators, and two parents.

Each school will name a full member and en alternate. The full member
votes on each dossier, the alternate on thcse dossiers emanating from that

school.

The zwo administrators includes the Superintendent and the Frincipal of the
school from which the dossier emanates.

Three public members will be appointed by the board. Any two of whom may
be present and vote at each meeting.

Initial terms of office for teachere are for two ears. Subsequent terms
of office for one year. A rotation system will be in effect - rotating the
alternate teacher member into the full member slot and appeinting a new
teacher to the alternate slot.

The tirez public members will serve 3 yYear rotating terms with one new
member being added each year.

Chairmanship of the promotion panel will rotate between :he three permanent
teacher members. Findings of the . romotion panel are .imited to three:

- promoted
- dossier needs work - particular attention needs to be paid to

these areas
- clarification needed of specific lines of evidence

TEACHER DOSSIER

The primary source of information for promotion is a dossier prepared by

each teacher. 1In the dossier is the teacher's best czse for the value of

his/her work. The evidence should pertain to the quality of teaching, the
quantity of learning, professionalism, and ethicality. While there are not
perfect measures of the above, there are lines of evidence which provide a
satisfactory estimate for evaluation. It 1s the professional
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regponsibility of each teacher to construct the dossier. The district will
assist in this process. The dossier generally has the following contents
and characteristics:

- dossier is property of applicant - not of school district
Teachers have control over contents. They see evidence before it
is entered, and make decisions about what is included. It is
their best case.

The contents cof dossiers will vary:

- Evidence will be from a variety of lines. No one line is satis-
factory for all teachers; no line is compelling and complete
enough to serve by itself as a complete indicator of teacher
quality.

- It should contain credible and reliable evidence. Data collected
in a safe manner (e.g., outside person collacts and scores

student questionnaires).

- Format of dossier presentation will include a resume indicating
that the pexson is eligible to be promoted.

- A summary sheet indicating lines of evidence used

- Documertation of each line of evidence

- Supplemental supporting date and workiag papers
TEACHER OVERSIGHT OMMITTEE

A teacher oversight committee consisting of one teacher from each school
will be appointed to perform the following functions:

- advise teachers on preparation of dossiers

- be advocates for quality evaluation Jian the district and profes-
sion

- add a professional perspective

- open up to scrutiny the decision making precess

- be available as consultants for administrators

APPEAL PROCESS

An appeal process has been established to protect the due process rights of
each teacher. The decision of review board is final. Appeals will be
filed with the promotion panel. They will reconsider the issue and make
vhatever decision they feel is appropriate. This decision may be appealed
to the school board for their review.

Q23



LINES OF EVIDENCE

The following lines of evidence may be used by teachers in preparing their
dossier. Each line of evidence has conceptual, practical, and procedural
limitations.

A. Principal Observation/idministrator Report

B. Pupil Achievement

C. Student Reports

D. Peer Review

E. Parent 3urvey

F. Teacher Established Performance Goals

G. Professionalism

d. Special Services

I. Teacher Tests &
J. Other

TRANSITION 1985-86

1985-86 will continue to be a year of transition. Developing new evalua-
tion systems and evidence which documents the value of teacher performance
requires time. In addition, it is expected that the first two years of
experience will result in modifications to the plan.

Teachers with less than 3 years in the district will begin the year in
cercified teacher status. Tenured teachers will be considered as '"teach-
ers" without any specified "rank’” until such time as they are promoted to
Associate TEacher. All tenured teachers and those with at least three
years of previous teaching experience (at least one of which is in the
school district) will have the opportunity to apply for promotion to
Associate Teacher status during the 1985-86 school year.

Once promotion has been awarded, the promotion pay differential will begin
on a prorated basis. All tenured and associate teachers will be eligible
to apply for "Additional Responsibility Assignment” during this twc year
transition phase.

Promotion to the level of Senior Teacher will not begin until the 1986-87
school year. However, evidence gathering is expected to occur during this

time.
ADDITIOFAL RESPONSISILITY ASSIGNMENTS

In addition tc the promotional ranks that teachers can attain, the plan
includes "Additional Responsibility Assignments."” Individuals would be
selected by the promotion panel to fill these roles. The asgignments will
be developed to meet the following purposes:

A. To meet needs identifled by the administration (both Superinten-
dent and Principals) for which a job description is prepared.
This could include curriculum development, design of a testing
program, sumuer school coordinator, etc.
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B. In response to a teacher generated proposal that demonstrates
benefits to the school district and acknowledges innovative ideas
and approaches. It 1s expected that these assignments would be
totated. Teachers would fill them for one to three years. The
job description and/or proposal would idencify the number of
years required. Evidence of satisfactory performance would need
to be demonstrated.

EVALUATION PROCESS FOR DFMOTION, REMEDIATION OR TERMINATION

The principal still retains the responsibility for summative evaluationms.
Periodic evaluations shall continue to be made by the administration.
Teachers receiving unsatisfactory ratings, would be placed on remediation,
leading to either reinstatement or termination.

DISTRICT SUPPORT

While teachers will be expected to take leadership in th:ir own profession-
al evaluation activities, the school district will provide the support
necessary to enhance quality evaluation. These will include:

- inservice trainirg in evaluation

- administrator evaluation

- technical advice and assistance

- high quality substitutes

- beginning teacher support groups

- visitation programs for teachers with exemplary features

- assistance in data gathering for lines of evidence
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AFPENDIX &-g

SNOW DISTRICT INTERVIEW GUESTIONS

« What is vour current teaching assigrment iv i{nig schoal ?

[

HMow lLong have y<u beern teacning? 1In Snow District? Elswnere?

]

S.nl

How informed are You about the Srow District Career Laddger
Frooram? Well 1nformed? Scmewhat informed? Not at allz
Did you take the 3@—-haur inservice? Where did you get the
info? Row effecsive was the dissemirnation of the infao?
4. Let’s talk for a moment abaut the extended contract day.
&) How do you feel abcut the number and placement of the days?
B) Do yau have any suggestions about heow this povticon of tha
plan could be imporaved?
9. Let’s talk rnow about the additicrnal service assigrments,
a) Did yaun participate on any of these committees?
1) If sc, was the exoeriernce a good corne arnd why?
&) If not, waonld you have wanted te?
0) Was the selectiorn orocess cle: - and fair?
@) If you warked or any of the district committees did the
group functian'effe:tively?
€. Now let’s talk about the promotion component.
4, Did you apt for promation?

) If yes, ask why. Te2ll me abcut the factaors which
influenced your decision to submit your dossier
tadministrative pressure, peer pressure, money).

&) If wmo, asw why,

b) What abacut the dossier system?

) Is it anm effective way to dacument good teaching?
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2) What oroblems Clc you erncounter 1 Dutting yours
togetner?
2) Was the teacner aversight committee Reloful? How or why
Yot ?
4) Qoswox1mately haow much time dig it take for you to
prepare your dossier?
S) Carn you thimk of any way to imoroave the dossier part of
the pramotior process?
T) Now let’s talw abeut tne promction process itself,
1) Is the Framotiorn Reviaw BRoard functioning effectiveiy?
(Why or why 3ot ?)
) What abour the riumber and percerntage of the bPeonle peirng
promoted—-—-is this abcut righc (why oapr why not?)
3) Cur you think 2f ary way to imorove tine proamet 1o
process?
Dig the praoceszs of puttirg the dossiar together give yaou the
CpPIrtunity teo tRink about youure teachirng? Did you find the
Process valuable? What did you think?
Lo you think yau have used or will use any of the dossier
info ta charpe your practice? (Specify, student reoorts,
parert survey, peer review). Which aspects and why?
What are your perceptions of the effect that the district’s
career ladouer system is having an relaticns within the
Schozl or district?
&) Among teachers? p) Between administrators ang teachers?
C) Hetweer those who submitted arnd thoese who did rot?

d) Eetweeaer those oromoted and those nat oromoted?
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F. What reecds to be core rext to 1mpraove the oresent career
.adager system?

1@, Do ovou see any lorg-term effects of career ladder systems on
the orofessiaon?

11. Arnmy add:itional comients?
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APPENDIX 2-3
sNoW pISTRICT  CAREER LADDER QUESTIOWNAIRE

Section I.

Ealow are listed statements about your district's career ladder program.
Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each sta‘ement
bty writing 2 number from the following scale in front of the statement.

t{=strongly 2=somewhat 3=neutrai 4=somewhat 5=strongly
agree agree : disagree disagree

1. The career ladder progrum is effective in enccuraging
and rewarding good teaching.

2. The career ladcer program discourages teachers rrom
working together.

3. The Career Ladder program has helped the relationship between
teachers and principals.

4. I have no idea what the career ladder teachers are doing in
my school for the extra meney they zare receiving.

5. I feel teaching is more rewarding because of the Career Ladder
Program.

6. Almost all of the negative feelings generated by the Career
Ladder Program have gone away by now.

7. The Career Ladder program has hurl the relationship between
teacher and principals.

8. The Career Ladder program gives recognition and money to good
teachers who deserve it.

9. T~achers are paying more attention to things that will not have
any benefits for students because of the Career Ladder Program.

10. Not enough money is provided to adequately fund the Career
Ladder Program.

11. I am seriously thinking about leaving teaching altogether because
of the Career Ladder Program.

12. OQur district's career ladder program encourages educational
improvements.

i3. My classroom instruction has improved because of the Career
Ladder Program.

14, Continue our District's Career Ladder Program as it now exists.
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15. Continue our District's Career Ladder Program, but only with
major changes.

16. Terminate cur District's Career Ladder Program. It cannot be
rehabilitated

Section II.

1. At the beginning of the 1984-85 school year, how many years of continuous
service did you have in this district?

years
How many years elsewhere?
years
2. What level do you teach?
___ elementary
middle
high school
3. HUhat is your sex?
male
female

4. What do you feel is the most positive aspect of your district's
career ladder plan?

5. HWhat do you feel is the most negative aspect of your district's career
ladder plan?

6. What suggestion(s) do you have to improve your district's career ladder
plan? (Use the back if necessary.)

@
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APPENDIX 3-!

-~

RURAL DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN
CAREER LADDER PLAN

1. 1dentifying Information
a. ) School District
b. Submitted May 1¢, 1984
c. t. - Agercy Contact Person

2. Descriptive, qualifications, and general job descriptions are described
in the attached Ladder.

3. Teaching personnel will be Career Ladder participants in accordance
with standard nine.

4. Several meetings were held over the past several months involving the
Career Ladder Steering Committee. The Committee was composed of three
patrons appcinted by the Board of Bducation, a teacher selected
from each of the three schools by the building teachers, and three
administrators appointed by the superintendent.

Teacher representatives reviewed the Ladder vith the building staffs as

it was being developed. They received camments and expressed those during
commnittee meetings.

The total proposed Ladder was presented to the Board and public during
the April Boara Meeting.

The total proposed Ladder was discussed in an open meeting with the total
staff in April.

At the May - , 1984, open meeting of the - County Board of Pducation,
the Ladder was once again discussed with patrons and teachers. Input
was received,

The proposed Ladder was adopted by the Bcard on May , 1984.
5. It is an attempt to encourage leadership in instruction and curriculum.

6. Applications will be required to identify skills, abilities, education,
etc. Evaluation will be a composite program detcermined by the Career
Committee and applicant, utilizing components as listed in the Ladder.

7. This information is contained in the Ladder.

8. Budget as set by the State is $63,000. An approximate maximm of §30,000
will be used for extended days for all teachers who apply. The extended
days will allow planning and evaluation, freeing normal schou. days to be
better utilized for instruction.

9. All participants, staff mambers, administrators, board members, and
parents will be given continued opportunity for input and evaluation
throughout the program. AXitionally, a yearly appraisal involving a
written evaluation form and a general open meeting will be part of the
evaluation of the program.
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. COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

TEACHER COMPENSATION AND CAREER LADDER

LEVEL 1
Qualifications

-Bachelor Degree
Certification
-Endor sement
~Probationary Status

LEVEL 11

Qualiticationy
=2 or 3 years success-~

ful teaching experi-

once,
-Bachelor Degree
~Cartification
-Endorsament
-Recommendation for
continved employment.

LEVEL III

lifications
-2 Or 3 years success-
ful teaching
experience,
-Bachelor De¢:::z
=Certification
-Endorsement
~Recommendation for
continued employment.
-Successful Applica-
tion.

Teacher

ksgnsibxlitz

-Become familiar and
proficient in school
district curriculum

and teaching model.
-Mdditional 5 to 9 days
required. Prior to scheol
& between terms,
~Classroam teaching.

rior Performance
Determined by any or all
of the following:
-Application
-Student Achievement
-Student, Administration,
Faculty Evaluation.
=Other documented
achievement,

| ibili
Classroom Teaching

Superior Performance
Determi by any or all

of the following:
-Application

-Student Achievament,
-Student, Administration
Faculty Evaluation,
=Other documented achieve-
ment.

Responsibility
Classroom teaching

Extendad ibilit
Career ladder options in
one or more of the follow-
ing areas:

=Curriculum Development
-Inservice Training
-General Needs, e.qg.,
sunmer school, remedial,
gifted, specialized
areas, vocational areas
gifted & talented, adult
ed. programs, innovative
programs, additional
student lcad, teacher
facilitation, ec.

End of term additional
days,

Superior Perfommance
Determinad by any or all
following:
-Application
-Student achievament
-Student, Adninistration,
Faculty Evaluation
=Other documented
achievement
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tion
~Current salary scale
~Paid additional days

o
vt LA
\J\\\' ‘;\"“
SK:»

S436 to sSsoe i

Additional : ”

Campensation L
-Current salary scale

$560 to $2,030
Additional

sation
~Current salary scale

$85@¢ to $3,000
Additional or per
diem.

$500 to $2009
Additional
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LEVEL 1V

g_lifimioﬂ Seaponsibility Campensat ion
years experience Classroom Teaching - at -Current salary scale

including at leust least 85% of time to be

1 year on Level Il involved in actual class-

or III* room experience, teaching,

~Advanced degree, 45 directing, or assisting

hours o’ appropriate students.

credit or demonstrated

equivalent.

~-Personal growth E -ended Res?gnsibilitz: $85¢ to $3,000
-Successful Applica- ~Teacher Facilitation Additional or per
tion. Requirements: 3-8 hrs diem.
~-Exemplary Teaching. additional time per week

An additional week prior
to & after school. Observe
& conference with person
assigned daily or weekly.
Assist & organize new
teachers, aides or
volunteers.

~Instructional Improve-
mnt.

Requirements: 3-8 hrs
Additional time per week
and/or additional time
during summer in
observing, developing,
facilitating, implement-
ing & demonstrating
instructional improve-
ment to increase teacher
skill & effectiveness, and
or aide or volunteer skills.

-Curriculum Development &
Improvement
Requirements:

Additional 3-8 hrs. per
week and/or extended summer
work on curriculum con-
tinuum committees to
evaiuate, coordinate &
train other staff
members in utilization
of curriculum develop-
mént.

=School Learning Enhancement
Requirements: This will
depend on educational
situation & needs.
Examples of areas con-
sidered could be:
Assuming responsibility
for larger class loads,
Community service, coor-
dinating volunteers,
tutoring, etc. Additional

time expected.
rior performance $500 to $2,000
Determined by any or all Additional
of the following:
~-Application

~Student achievement

-Student, Administration,
& Faculty evaluation

-Other documented achicve-
ment
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LEVEL V

ifications

-4 years experience
with at least one
year on Level II or
III.*
~Advanced degree, 45
hours of applicable
cradit, or demon-
strated equivalent.
~Personal Growth
-Successful Application
-Examplary Teaching

tion Note:

_ Money
upon the availability of funds as determined by the Board.
receive funding information prior to
Payment schedule will be menthl

ibili
~Classroam Teaching
at least 85% of time to
be involved in actual
classroom experience,
Preparation, teaching,
directing or assisting
students.

Bxtended Responsibilijcy
- rship role of Level
IV prograns,
~Indepth instructional
commitment as needed by
children and/or educa-
tional system e.q.,
assisting teacher
facilitators help
teachers through observ-
ation, staff development
and generating materials,

rior Performances
etermi any or all

of the following:
-Application

=Student Achievement
~Student, Administration,
Faculty Evaluatijon,
~Other documented
achievement,

tion
~Current salary scale

$2,580 to $5,090
Mdditional or per
diem.

§500 to 2,000
Additional

amounts may be changed to percenits dependent

acceptirg career ladder placement,
Y or by lump sun--one or two Payments,

Applicants will

— .
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EVALUATION AND CONTINUATION PROCEDURE

Career ladder teachers are exemplary educators. Because of that fact,
their talents and work will be cbserved by many. Parents, communi ty,
educators and education students will be invited to view their work, In
that light, evaluation will be a continuous process. A comprehensive
formal evaluation will be raquired at least once a year for the first
thres years at each step. Thereafter, a camprehensive evaluation will be
required every three years.

Career ladder teachers may remain at their level for an agreed period
contingent upon satisfactory evaluations, program needs and funding,

Evaluation Criteria

The career ladder Program with its evaluation criteria is and will be
a8 process of continuing appraigal and improvement. To expect a completely
adequate system to be developed in a two to three month period is to expact
unrealistically, Therefore, it is the ~. County School District Career
Lacder Steering Comittee's goal to design a solid foundation from which to
build. That foundation Contains the following:

1. Job-Description
Evaluation will be determined by a comparison of anticipated or
Predetermined and agreed upon standards, stated or implied, in the job
description through the following ways:

(1) Internal or self-evaluation
12} External evaluations which shall include:

faculty,
(3) External evaluation options may include any or all of the
following agreed upon:
~Peer
~Team
-Qutside professional
-Parents or community member
(4) Other information presented by the teacher, adninistration, or
others as agreed upon,

2. Content and lit
The content als quality of that content, are critical to the positive
growth of students, 1t ig also a crucial consideration in commi ttees

and leadership responsibilities,

(1) Quality content should be:
=-Appropriate
-Accurate
=Current
~Comprehensjve

-State curriculum Tequirements and recommendations,
~Current needs,

-Other applicable data as agreed upon,
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In the growth of students and staff members, the amount of learning or
accomplishment is of significant importance. An effective teacher oi
leader must be able to dumonstrate quantitative as well as qualitative
results.

(1) Quantity as it relates tO students is the demonstration of
achievement determined by applicable measurement, may include:
-Baseline skill acgquisition as appropriate and in relation to the

student's historical achievement and projected expectations.
—Criterion referenced t2sts as appropriate and in relation to the
student's historical achievement and projected expectations.
-Standardized tests as appropriate and in relation to the
student 's historical achievemsnt and projected expectations.
~Other demonstrations of achievement i.e., competition, awards,
honors, etc. i

(2) Quantity as it relates to extended responsibilities in the
demonstration of accomplishment is determined by:
=Campatrison of pre~determined goals with end results.

Frofessionalit
Professionality is maintaining the standard expected of a professional
educator. It is observable in the appropriate use of the skills and
tools of the profession and the continual effort to improve and learn.
(1) Professionality as it relates to instruction is observable in:
-The use of reliable appraisals of students needs.
-The use of appropriate approaches to meet the needs cf individual
students.
-The use of effective instructional models or systems.
~The use of appropriate test construction.
~The use of tests that are appropriate to the instructional style
and learner ability.
~The use of grading that accurately reflects testing, achievement,
participation, etc.
-Use of appropriate motivational techniques.

(2) Professionality as it relates to extended responsibility is
observable in:
-The use of reliable and appropriate apprcuches, methods and
evaluations.

(3) Professionality as it relates to self improvement is observed by
learning improvement efforts, i.e., workshops, schooling,
self-improvement projects.

{4) Professionality is determined by:
-Examination of materials actually used.
-Observation by administators, peers, outside professionals or
others as agreed upon.
~Evidence and/or documents.
-Student evaluation.

Ethicalit
Ethicality is a measurement of fairness, honesty and humanism.
(1) It is observable in relations with:
~Students
-Peers and staff personnel
-School and district
' -Parents
=Cammunity and others outside the educational setting.

(2) It is observable in:
-Fairness in the treatment of students and others.
-Absence of favoritism, derogatory or belittling comments,
deception or trickery.
-Straight forward open communication
~Clearly defined expectations
~Honesty
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(3) Ethicality is determined
~Self
~Administrators or supervisors
-Students

by observations and evaluation by:

{4) Ethicality may be determined by
~Peers
-Ou*side professionals
-Parents or community members

observations and evaluations by:
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SELECTION PRCCESS

Application Procedure RS

Individuals wishing to be placed or, the Ccareer ladder at any level
must do 8o by written application. That application must conform to the
accepted or proposed Job description ang include Supporting materials. an
interview may be reguired,

Lnddez-cuunittee ]
Principal, two community patron and one teacher from each school will e

£,
Teview each applicant. They will recommeng to the Superintendent, carecr ‘e,
ladder placement,

All applicants have the right to appeal Career ladder decisions,
That process will include the following steps:

1. The appeal must be made in writing to the designated central
office administrator.

2. It must be tendered within 19 working days ~% the applicants
notification of the Committee's decision.

3. It must state the career ladder leve)l and/or position requested,

4. It must state feasons for the appeal.

5. It must make a Tecomnendation as to the applicant's preferred
solution,

After receiving the appeal information, the central office administrator
{hearing officer), will interview the applicant ‘9 discuss Stated concerns,
He shall make one of two decisions: uphold the Comhittee's recomnendation or
réquest reevaluation of the applicant., Should a reevaluation recommendation
be made, the heazing officer will be required to submit to the commi ttee,
either in WZiting or in person, reasons for reconsideration. Shouyld the
hearing officer uphold the committee's recommendation, the applicant may
appeal to the Morgan School Board Appeal Committee. This committee, cam-

committee to reconsider the application, The board committee directive will
be the final Step in the appeal process; their decision will be final.

Career Ladder Committee
The Carwer Ladder Committee shall be composed of;

——0ne principal apppointed by the Superintendent to serve for 1 year. This

a two year term.

--One teacher from cach school determined by the vote of teachers in that
school upon application to that position,

. Staff committee members will receive career ladder designation and be
eligible to receive additional runeration, The Lirst appointments wil]

be for one, two, and three year :erms with ajl subsequent terms being three
years.
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COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
CAREER LADDER APPLICATION
GENERAL INFORMATION

Name Date
Building Grade/Subject

2REA OF CONSIDERATION (Check as appropriate)

Level 1
Superior Performance

Level 11
. Superior Performance

Extended Days

Level III
- Superior Performance
Extended Responsibility
Curriculum Development
Inservice Training
General Needs
(Indicate Specific Information and/or Program)

Level 1v
Superior Per formance
Extended Respongibility
Teacher Pacilitation
Instructional Improvement
Curriculum Development and Improvement
School Learning Enhancement
(Indicata Specific Information and/or Program)

level v
—Superior Performance
— Extended Responsibility
Teacher Facilitator
Instructional Improvement
Curriculum Development and Improvement
School Learning Enhancement
Indepth Instructional Commi tment
General Needs
{Indicate Specific Information and/or Program)
QUALIFICATIONS
Years of Experience: Other
Degree(s)

Certificates ang Endorsements

Signature

On an additional sheet (s), please Provide the following:

l. Specific experience as it relates to requested career ladder duties,

2. Specific education as it Lelates to requested career ladder duties,

3. Strengthg in teaching skillg, curriculum, leadership, working with
Students, and dealing with adults,

4. Evaluation criteria and process you would accept for your evaluation.

5. Additional awards, Situations, information, etc., that may be
helpful in determining ladder pla




APPENDIX 3-2

RURAL DISTRICT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
Schoo? District Interview

1. ihat is your current position in this school?
oo \\\
2. How long have you been teachings
3. The

Career Ladder Plan has three major components : extended
days, extended responsibility and superior performance, ['q like
to talk with You about each of these. Let's start with extended
days,

a) The plan called for the

‘ maxinum number
agree with this?

of days allowed, 00 you
(Why or why not?)

b) The extended da
this or should th

yS were left unstructured,
e
such as inservice?

Do you agree with
district plan some activities during this time

Let's talk now about some of the extended res

ponsibilities,
a)

Cne of these was as facilitators for new

1)

teachers,

Should this Program be continued in its present form?

Why?
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2) \ere the criteria and the selection process clear? (rFair?)
(If not, how could they be made clearer or fairer?)

b) Curriculum Development (e.g., working on a district-wide math
curriculum), (If they don't know what this is, mention these
names: R , and )

1) Should this component be continued in its present form?
(Uhy or why not?)

2) Should the focus for these curriculum projects be determined
by the district or individual teachers?

3) \lere the criteria and selection process clear? (Fair?)
(If not, how could they be made clearer or fairer?)

C) Extra Responsibility (e.g., writing Project and voc. ed. construction
project)

i) Should this component be continued in its present form?
(Why or why not?)

2) liere the criteria and the selection process clear? (Fair?)
(Why or why not?)
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d) Career Ladder Committee

1) Is the composition

of this committee a fajr representation
of the district?

2) 1Is there anything

about the workings of this committee that
could be improved?

3) The people on this committee are paid on a per diem basis.
Is this fair? If not, what alternative?

5. Superior Performance

1) Is superior performance pay a good idea? (ihy or why not?)

2) The district is presently experimenting with the following evaluation
criteria. How do you feel about each?

1) Administrator evaluation

2) Peer evaluation

a) Teachers
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b) Co-workers (e.g., secretaries and Janitors)

c) In peer evaiuation using teachers, should the focus of
the evaluation be the teacher's actual classroom performance
or should it be broadened to include lesson plans, student
papers, etc.

d) Parent surveys

e) Siudent surveys

f) Student achievement scores

g) Self-evaluation

6. Did you apply for any of these this year? (Uhy or why not?)

7. Do you plan to apply for any of these for the next year? \Uhy or
why not?)




10.

lihat is your perception of the effect that the career ladder system
has had on relations within your school/district?

a) Among teachers?

b) Getween administrators and teachers?

C) sdetween career ladder teachers and non-career ladder teachers.

Has career ladder recogrition affected teachers in your scrhools i
terms of esteem, contribution or morale? How? lihy?

Finally, what needs

to be done next to improve your present career
ladder system?



APPENDIX 3-3

RURAL DISTRICT CAREER LADDER QUESTIONNAIRE

CAREER LADDER GUESTIOilAIRE

Section 1I.

delow are listed statements about your school's career ladder program

Indicate the degree to which YOu agree or disagree with each statemenE
by writing a number from the following scaTe in front of the statement.

1=strongly 2=somewhat 3=neutral 4=sonewhat 5=strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

1. The career ladder Program is effective in encouraging and rewarding

good teaching,

2. The process of selecting teachers for career ladders is fair.

The career ladder program discourages teachers from working
together.

4. The criteria used for selecting people for career ladder positions

was understandable and clear,

5. The career ladder Program has helped the relationsnip between
teachers.

6. The selection process for career ladders was extremely upsetting

or offensive to me.

7. I have no idea what the career ladder teachers are doing in
my school for the extra money they are receiving.

8. I feel teaching is more rewarding because of the career ladder

program,

9. I feel better about the career ladder program because of this
year's growing experience,

10. The career ladder Program has hurt the relationship between
teachers.

1. The career ladder program gives recognition and money to teachers

who deserve it,

12. Teachers are paying more attention to things that will not have
any benefits for students because of the career ladder program,

13. ilot enough money is provided to 3dequately fund the career ladder

program,

14, I am seriously thinking about Teaving teaching altogether because

of the career ladder program,
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15,

Our school career ladder program encourages educational improvements
both in advanced education and inservice training.

iy classroom instruction has improved because of the career
ladder progran.

The teacher facilitator has been successful in ny school.

I would be willing to receive a small financial amount to enable
more individuals to be on the career ladder.

I think the superior teacher is an area to retain.

If funds are available, more career tadder money should be placed
into extended contract days.

For people to be involved in the career ladder progran they
should do extra assignments for the money.

If teachers are placed in the superior category, they should
maintain their daily assignments but not have any more extra
responsibilities.

I think our district is f2llowing the intent the state legislature
has established for career ladder noney.

information concerning the career ladder program has been open
and public in our school.

I feel that even though we have teacher facilitators, other
teachers on the faculty have been as helpful as in the past.

I feel the career ladder money should be divided up equally
between the three schools.

I feel that if one school has a more urgent or pressing need
for the implementation of a program, then more money should
be channeled there.

I want the administrators of the school to select those who
will receive career 1adder money.

I am satisfied having a comittee select the ones on the career
ladder.

For teachers to be on the career ladder they should apply for
positions yearly,

Continue our school's program as it now exists.
Continue our school's prograin, but only with major changes.

Terminate our school's program. It cannot be rehabilitated.
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Section II.

1. At the beginning of the 1984-55 SChool year, how many years of continuous
service did you have in the district?

years
2. \ihat is your position in the school?
Full-time teacher

Full-time counselor, nedia coordinater, or other non-classroom
certificated position

Part-time teacher/part-time counselor, media coordinator,
etc., but working full time in one school

Part-time teacher

Part-time counselor, nedia coordinator, etc.
3. lihat is your sex?

Female

tiale

4. Uhat do you feel is the most positive aspect of our district's career
ladder plan?

5. uhat do you feel is the most negative aspect of our district's career
ladder plan?

tihat suggestion(s) do you have to improve our district's pian?

[4)]
.




APPENDIX 4-1
CARZER LADDER 2ROPOSAL T

I. _AGENCY: II. DATE OF APPLICATION: . .

School District

III. LOCAL AGENCY CONCACT PERSON:

Superintendent

IV. DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN: (Standard 11)

A. A committee was formed representing teachers, parents, and adminiscrzcors
in the distriet. There were four teachers, five administrators, and twelva
parents. The committee has developed a plan and the plan is being sub-
mitted. The committee will also cc...inue to meet to put furcher refine- _
ments to the plan and the specific allocation of funds to the differenr
steps in the Career Ladder.

V. FUNDING OF THE PROGRAM: (Standards 6 & 7)

Based on the work of the committee, fifty percent of the allotted funds in

Career Ladders will be to employ all teachers for an additional three days. The
elementary will have one extra day prior to the beginning of school and one day
each semester for parent-teacher conferences. These are dates where we will pay
‘teachers to do the conferencing, but they are not counted as part of the 180 days
for students. Students will not be in attendance on these days. Middle and
secondary teachers will have onpe additional day between the semesters and will
have the same parent-teacher conference arrangements as the elementary teachers.
The other fifty percent of the funds will be used to fund steps on the Career
Ladder, which will be described in a later section of this application.

VI. CAREER LADDER PROGRAM:

A. Extended Year Contract (Standard 7)

Fifty percent of our allotted money will be used for an extended year centrace.
This will be approximately three extra days for each teacher, resource teacher,
counselor, and certified media personnel (Standard 9). This extended vear
contract will be avzilable te all of the above named employees. Each person
will be required to participate in the extended vear. The distribution of these
days and the purposes were discussed in a previous section of this application.

B. Evaluation and Rocle Descriptions (Standards 5, 8, and 10)

The committee already established will cont.inue working through the 1983-84
school year and during the summer of 1984 to develop the following:

l. A procedure for evaluating for advancement and placement on the Career
Ladder. The evaluation procedure will include the guidelines listed
under Standard 5.

2. The criteria for qualifying for each of the steps on the Career Ladder
will be developed. Thesz will include effective teaching performance and
additional instructional-related responsibilities. (Standards 6, 8, and 10.)
We expect to have the committee's work completed by August 15, 1%84.
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C. Carcer Ladders (Standard 6)

There will be four steps in our Career Ladder. Step #1 will be for all

teachers who are completing their probationary period of emplovment in the
district and teachers who have been placed on probation because of in-
effective teaching. Teachers placed on this step will not be eligible for

any extra payment under the Career Ladder program. A teacher who is completing
his/her probationary period of employment will be able to qualify for extra
payment as an exception to this group if the principal feels the teacher is
truly an exceptional, outstanding teacher. The principal then nominates this<™
individudl for consideration and the individual will be screened and considered
by a committee composed of parents, students, teachers, and administrators.

Step #2 in the Career Ladder will be for those teachers who do not choose to .
participate in the ladder program. There will be no extra pay to this group.
They will be paid according to the adopted salary schedule. Step #3 on the
Career Ladder will be voluntary and will be for those teachers who serve on
such extra activities as district curriculum committees, teacher team leaders
in elesientary schools, teacher leaders for the Drug and Alcohol Abuse program,
and other activities that are yet to be defined by the committee. Step #4 on
the ladder will be for outstanding teachers. They may apply for this considera-
tion or they may be nominated by parents, teachers, studeats, or adwinistrators.
Under this plan teachers can receive funds for being on Step #3 of the ladder
and also funds for being on Step #4. They must have expressed a respect for
the dignity of students and have demonstrated they treat students with great
deal of respect. They must have demonstrated they use innovative methods and
have developed spescial techniques of their own for their instruction. They
must be willing to share these ideas with and assist others in the utilizatcion
of these techniques. Students under their direction must show satisfactory
progress as measured by evaluation instruments. A committee of parents, students,
teachers, and administrators will approve all the people who are on Step #4.
The dollar amounts that these teachers should receive are yet to be determined
by the committee.

VII. EV~LUATION DATA: (Standard 13)

There will be an evaluation of the program with input from teachers, parents,
students, and administrators. The details of the evaluation are yet to be refined
by the committee.

' \\.

VIII. HUW THE PLAN CONTRIBUTES TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION'S
CURRICULUM REFORM REQUIREMENTS:

A. Teachers will have one extra day for preparation, curriculum development,
aad inservice training related to curriculum activities. This extra time
will allow teachers to be better prepared and, thus, more effective in the
classroom. The teachers in class (time on task) will be increased, because
we will no longer dismiss school for parent-teacher conferences.

B. The outstanding teacher step on the Career Ladder will be an incentive for
teachers to become more effective in the classroom. The money should be
sufficient to allow for teaching to become more attractive as a profession.

>« Teachers who are willing to accept extra assignments related to improvement
of instruction will be compernsated for work and time.
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IX.

TIME FRAME:

May, 1984: Submittal of proposal to the State Board of Education.

From May to August 15: Development of the criteria for placement on the Carzer
Ladders and designation of the amount of money for Steps 3 and 4.

August 15 to August 27: Implementation of the progranm. . \
T e

August 27 to May, 1985: Continual evaluation of the orogram.

June, 1985: Written report on the strengths and weaknesses of the program and
suggestions for modifications.
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ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric

QFFENDIX 4~2
URBAN DISTRICT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

What 1s vawr current oosition in thig schaol ?

How lonmg nave yau neer teacning?

&) How much do VU Krow about the district’s career ladder
program?

D) How did vay firnd cut abeut the Prooram (i.e., what were
the major informatiaon sSources) ?

Let’s talk fcr a moment about externdea cantract days.

&) How agig you use these days?

b) Do you have any suggestians about hnow tnhnis part of the
brogram could pe impraveg?

tevel three teachers were ogiveri the “PDortunity to serve ary

Districs Committees Such as the Comouter Education Committee,

Writing Committee, arnd Discipline Committee.

a) Did you participate ar any of these committees?

1) If sa, was your experierce a good one arnd why?

=) If nat, wauld yoy have wanted ta?

D) Was tne selection Process clear and fair?

c) Teachers aon these committees are paid $1@, 62 per hour, Is
this a geood way to remurerate Participarts?

d) Can yeauy think aof any way to i1morave this aspect of the
clarn?

The atnhner Mmajor component of the plar ig the master teacher

idea in which a certain proportion of the teachers woula

receive aporaximately %1, 020, Let’s talk abcut this faor

awhile.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a) Self-romination is the braimary way that teachers get
nxmirated for this position. Is this a aood idea?

3) wWhat percerntage of the teachers 1n the district do vau
thirn< will rece:ve the master teacher award? Is this too
nign or too low? What shnould it be realistically?

c) The principal plays a certral raie in the selection of
the master teachers. Is this a good idea? Why or why not?

d) What do you thirnk of the criteria beirg used to evaluate
ievel four romirees (Share with pecole) ?

e) Farernts may also provide ancrnymaus input into the
teacher’s file., Is this a good idea? How could it be
imoroaved?

) The principal’s evaluatiors are riot shared with the
nominee. What do youl think of this?

At the cresent tir-> the 1identity of riomirnees and the

il
~

wltimately successful cardidates for level four teachers
is keot secret. What do you thivk of this?
Do yowt plan to apply for any =f the career ladder positicnhs
next year? Why or why not?
What 15 your perceotior of the effect that the career ladder
system 1s having arn relaticns within your school/district?
a) Among teachers? b) Between administrators? c) Eetween
career ladder teachers and ron—career ladder teachers?
Has career ladders recogritiorn affected teachers 1v your
school/district in terms of esteem, contributicon or morale?
How? Why?
what rieeds to be dore next to imporove vaur present career

ladder system?
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APPENDIX 4-3

URBAN DISTRICT EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

11/5/84

STEP FOUR CAREER LADDER
CRITERIA

I. CLASSROOM CLIMATE

A. The physical environment:

1.
2.
3.
)4.

Conveys a warm feeling.

Is educationally stimulating.
Has aesthetic appeal.

Is conducive to learning.

B. The emotional environment:

1.
2.
3.

Is safe from emotional and physical harm.
Allows students to participate without fear of criticism.

Is conducive to learning.

C. The social environment:

1.
2.

Reflects cooperative interaction among students and teacher.
Promotes pupil behavior appropriate to the learning situation.

II. RESPECT FOR THE DIGNITY OF STUDENTS

A. The teacher allows and encourages all students to participate in
classroom discussions.

B. The teacher provides positive feedback which encourages
individuality and creativity.

C. The teacher involves students in establishing classroom rules and
goals.

D. Rapport between student and teacher is evidenced by:

1.
2.

3.

O O3 G\UI &=
- [ ] L]

10.
1.

Positive comients about assignments, work and behavior.
Constructive comments on peer relations, s .ademic and
discipline problems.

Comments specific to student's tasks and actions, not about
person.

Individual conferences with students.

Availibility of teacher before and after school for assistance.
Follow-up on failing students.

Follow-up on improvement of individual students.

Students responding positively to teacher model and direction.
Instructional planning based on student assessment.

Congenial greetings between students and teacher.

Disclosure of grading system, goals and classroom rules.
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III. SUPPORTED AND RESPECTED BY OTHER PROFESSIONALS AND
SCHOOL STAFF

A. The teacher is supported and respected by other professionals
and school staff.

B. The teacher supports and defends professional actions and decisions.
C. The teacher consults other professionals and utilizes their expertise.

IV. PROVIDES EVIDENCE OF APPROPRIATE STUDENT GROWTH IN
SKILLS,

A. Individual progress is reflected by:
1. Evidence of growth in aurriculum on individual level.

2. Awards, test scores, performance ratings, participation
in school and outside activities, and creativity.

B. Class progress is reflected as follows:
1. Attainment of criteria norms.
2. Group participation in a variety of appropriate activities.
3. Attainment in class achievement.

V. WILLINGNESS TO SHARE TEACHING TECHNIQUES AND MATERIALS
VI. UNDERSTANDING OF STUDENTS

A. The teacher has a record keeping system to facilitate the
following:
1. Student's progress.
2. Remediation of student's difficulties.

B. The teacher improves st.dent's self concept by:
1. Formulating a plan to promote positive interaction with
classmates.
2. Attempting to remediate student's self concept problems.
3. Forming partnerships and team work configurations to help
build self concept.
4, Empathizing with students.

C. The teacher demonstrates an understanding of students in the
cognitive and affective domain.

D. The teacher provides instruction to accomodate different student
learning modalities (visual, auditory, kinesthetic, or multi-
sensory).

E. The teacher is aware of student's abilities and helps students
acnieve to their abilities.

F. Students are provided opportunities to initate, direct and evaluate
some of their own learning activities.

G. Student's learning is measured in a variety of ways.
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VII. POSITIVE RAPPORT WITH PARENTS

A.
B.

Contact is made with parents, as needed.

Parents are involved in appropriate school and classroom
activities.

Problem situations with parent are handled with professionalism.

Feedback from parents is encouraged.

Parents are kept well informed of the school's objectives,
programs, procedures, and activities.

Parents are contacted concerning positive and negative
pehavior of students.

VIII. STUDENT DISCIPLINE

A.

C.
D.

The discipline used by the instructor teaches students appro-
priate behaviors, problem solving skills and self-discipline.

. The teacher communicates the rules and consequences after

establishing a discipline plan with the students.
Positive and consistent approaches dominate the diseipline plan.

Student talk and movement are appropriate to class activity.

IX. EFFECTIVE USE OF TEACHING TECHNIQUES (INNOVATIVE, UNIQUE
MODIFIED, OR PROVEN)

A.

Instructional scheduling is designed to:
1. Provide students with a maximum of time on task.
2. Be flexible and student responsive.

Independent activities are developed to:
1. Be relevant to current instruction.
2. Accomodate student readiness.

3. Promote student feedback.

Record keeping:

Indicates monitoring of student progress.
Indlcates monitoring of remediation.

Is understandable.

Is maintained on each student.

Is kept current.
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D. A variety of presentation skills are utilized, such
as:
1. Small and large group instruction.
2. Teacher oriented instruction.
3. Student oriented lessons.
4, Media usage.
5. Hands on instruction.
6. Instruction that elicits student response.
7. Instruction that accomodates new and review skills.
8. Repetition.
9. Problem solving technique.
10. Discovery technique.
11. Question/answer methods.
12. Discussion.
13. Demonstration.
14. Inquiry.
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APPENDIX 5-1

PTLOT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Interview

1. what is your current position in this school?

2. How long have you been teaching?

3. a) Describe the career ladder Procedure as it got started i-
school/district and what was done? b) Who participategd?
were the participants reactions?

a)

b)

c)

4. a) If not answered in #3a, why did your school decide to do its own

career ladder plan? b) When was the decision made (before or after
the district's plan was formulated?

a)

b)
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5. Describe the process by which teachers were selected to participate
in the career ladder program.

Probes: a) Does it appear to be clear? b) Fair? c¢) Absent of
political undercurrents? Why?

a)

b)

c)

6. How comfortable do you feel with the six criteria used for career
ladder selectic ° a) Are any better than others? Poorer? b) Did
you have any p ...ems trying to meet any? (Share sheet with them
at this point to jog memory)

a)

b)

7. To what extent have these criteria altered your teaching. For the
better or the worse?
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9.

How did the endorsement meeting go? a) Did they change any part of
your proposal? How? b) Were the changes valid and helpful?

a)

b)

Part of the criteria for the career ladder program was the use of
standardized test scores. a) How do you think this will work for
you? b) How does the fact that you are a member of a team influence
these scores? c) How do you feel abouc this?

a)

b)

c)

10. Are there any other aspects of your career ladder plan that involves

other faculty. (If yes, how has this worked?)
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11. You've already had your mid-year interim conference. a) Did it work
well? D) Was the evaluation accurate and fair? c) Do you know what
still needs to be done to meet the criteria?

a)

b)

c)

12. Do you expect to get the full amount of money you applied for? Why
or why not?

13. The evaluation system in this career ladder system centers around
the principal. a) Is this a good idea? b) Casn you think of any
modifications or alternatives that might work better?

a)

b)

c:)
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14. what is your perception of the effect

may have on relations within your school/district? a) Among teachers?
b) Between administrators and teachers? c) Between career ledder
teachizrs and non-career ladder teachers?

that the career ladder system

a)

b)

c)

15. Has career ladders recognitio

n affected teachers in your schnol/
district in terms of esteem,

contribution or morale? How? why?

16. a) what positive but unanticipated results or events have come from

career ladders in the district/school? b) Negative unanticipated
! sults or events?

a)

b)

261




17. What needs to be done next to improve your present ladders system?

18. a) Finally, what type# cof additional tasks are being done by others
teachers participatirg in the career ladders program? b) Do you
feel that these tasks are valuable to the district/school? Wwhy?

a)

b)
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APPENDIX 5-2

PILOT MIDDLE SCHOOL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
INTERVIEW

1. What is your current position in this school?

2. How lcng have you been teaching?

3. Describe the career ladder pProcedure as it got started in your school/
district. a) What was done? b) Who participated? ¢) What were
the participants' reactions?

a)
b)

c)

4. a) If not answered in #3a, why did your school decide to do its own
career ladder plan? b) When was the decision made? (before or after
the district's plan was formulated).

a)

b)

3. Describe the process by which teachers were selcected to participated

in the career ladders program.
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a) Does it appear to be clear? b) Fair? c) Absent of political under-
currents? Wwhy?

6. The points for the merit awards are as follows:

School goals 10
Teacher evaluation 30
Individual and/cr

team goals 60

How do you feel about this distribution? b) How did it work for you?

a)

b)

7. The school goals were broken down into

Schonl discipline 5 units
Scholastic progress 5 units

a) How has the school discipline component worked for you? b) Have the
qQuaterly ~dministrator evaluations been effective in evaluating
the effec_ivenss of your discipline?

a)

b)

8. Let's talk for a moment about the standard evaluation of teacher per-
formance that's worth 30 units.
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a) How many times have you been evaluated so far?

b) What kind of score did you receive?

C) Were the evaluations accurate and fair?

d) Did you agree with the evaluations in all categories?

The principal and vice pPrincipal each visited your classroom. a)
Were their evaluations the same? b) Were the classes they observed
comparable? ¢ Did they note the same kinds of things?

a)

b)

c)



10. What about the test designed for scholastic progress.
a) How do they work for you? b) Any problems?

a)

b)

11. Let's talk for a few minutes about the individual and/or team goals.

@) Did you choose to go with the individual or team approach?

b) What did you proposal look 1ike?

C) Was it modified in the initial interview?

d) What kind of feedback did you receive at the quarterly evaluation
meeting?

12. Do you anticipate that you will receive the full point values at
the end of the school year?
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13,

15,

The evaluation system in this career ladder system centers around
the principal and vice-principal. a) 1Is this a good idea? b) Can
you think of any modifications or alternatives that might work better?

a)

b)

What is your perception of the effect that the career ladder system
may have on relations within your scrool/district? a) Among teachers?
b) Between administrators and teachers? c) Between career ladders
teachers and non-career ladders teachers?

a)

b)

c)

Has career ladders recognition affected teachers in your school/
district in terms of esteem, contribution or morale? How? Why?
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16. a) wWhat positive but unanticipated results or events have come from
career ladders in the district/school? b) Negative unanticipated
results or events?

17. what needs to be done next to improve your present career ladders
system?

18. Finally what typs of additional tasks are being done by other teachers
participating in the career ladders program? Do you feel that these
tasks are valuable to the district/school? why?
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APPENDIX 5-3
PILOT HIGH SCHOOL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Interview

1. What is your current position in this school?

2. How long have you been teaching?

3. a) Describe the career ladder procedure as it got started in your
school/district and what was done? b) Who participated? c)what
were the participants reactions?

a)

b)

c)

4. a) If not answered in #3a, why did your school decide to do its own
career ladder plan? b) When was the decision made (before or after
the district's plan was formulates

a)

b)
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5. Describe the process by which teachers were selected to participate
in the career ladder program.

Probes: a) Does it appear to be clear? b) Fair? c) Atscnt of
political undercu rents? Why?

a)

b)

c)

6. Let's talk a moment about the evaluation criteria.

a) What level did you quality for?

Level III teachers receive x dollars
Level IV teachers receive 2x dollars
Level V teachers receive 3.5x dollars

b) Is this a fair distribution of funds? If not, how wouli you
modify it?

c) Only for Level IV and V teachers.
Tell me about any additicnal responsibilities you had as a Level
IV or V teacher.
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d) Were they time consuming?

e) Were they meaningful and worthwhile?

7. Let's talk now about the evaluation process itself.

a) Who evaluated you this £fz11?

b) What kind of scores did you receive?

Cc) Were the evaluations accurate and fair?

d) Were tne evaluations and comments made by the three evluators
the same or comparable?

e) Were the classes they observed comparable?

f) Was the post-conference helpful?

g) How would you change the whole process if you could?
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8. Did you serve as a member of an evaluation team?

a) How did that feel?

b) Was the form provided adequate?

1. Were the categories helpful?

2. Which were easiest to do? Hardest>

c) You visited each teacher twice,

d) Did you feel that you saw enough of the teacher's classroom to
make an evaluation?

e) Were the two observations comparable in terms of the type of
lesson or class?

£) Do you recall the scores you gave the person? In retrospect
were these sgores too high or too low?

g) Has your serving as an eva uator changed any of your professional

relations in the school?

h) Would you do it again?
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9. The evaluation process centers around the idea of peer review. 1Is
this a good idea. Can you think of any modifications or alternatives
that might work bett~r?

10. What is your perception of the effect that the career ladder system
may have on relations within your school/district? a) Among teachers?
b) Between administrators and teachers? c¢) Between career ladders
teachers and non-career ladders teachers.

a)

b)

c)

11. Has career ladders recognition affected teachers in your school/
district in terms of esteem, contribution or morale? How? Why?

273




12. what needs to be done next to improve your present career ladders

systen?
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APPENDIX 5-4

PILOT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

The Six Criteria identified were as follows:

1.

Enhances the develurment of the child's self-image
and gself-esteem. (validati~n of the child's
competencies)

Exhibits personal characteristics and qualities
conducive tc helping children learn. (e.g.
fair, sensitive, caring, enthusiastic, aurturing)

Develops a strong reading, latguage arts and

-mathematics program.

Creates an sxciting, motivating learning environment.

Enpﬁasizes problem-solving and higher level thinking
skills in instruction.

Adapts teaching stylzs to individual needs and
Jearning styles.

Implementstion Procedures:

1.

All certified teachers are eligible for Career Ladder
monics. This includes Special Programs, Media and
Guidance personn2l as well as provisionary teachers.

All teachers interested in applying for the Career
Ladder monies need to submit in writing to the
pris-ipal by September 28th their individual contract
plan. (See sample)

An Endorsement Committee consisting of the teacher,

grade level teaching team, principal and team representatives
from the grade levels above and below met during the

month of September to review tue contract plans and

endorse the list c€ activities and sources of data.

A mid-year interim conference will be scheduled becieen
each individual teacher and the principal to review tiw
progress of the identified activities and sources of
data. Each teacher will bring a portfclio of data

to this conference.

An end-of-the-year conference will be held in May

to determine whether or not the teacher has completed
the Career Ladder Contract Plan as specified. Each
criteria will be weighted on a 1/6th basis.
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8.

organization and Condu:ting of Staff Inservice Seminar

to review procedures and plans for the Career Ladder Pilot.
An Inszrvice seminar vas conducted on August 28th to review
the Career Ladder frocedures. The agenda included:

1. Overview of the _areer Ladder Contract Plans

2. Review of the Needs Assessment Process

3. Highlight of both Phase 1 and Phase II of the
Needs Asgessment

4. Plan of Action for the Individual Contract I'ians

5. Small Group Discussion c¢f 1ldea/Activities that
are appropriate for Contract Plans

6. Program Evaluation

Organization and Conducting of Professiomel I-a’f
Development Meetings to high!‘ght various grade level
activities. During each month of the school yzar

each grade level will discuss and highlight various
activities they have done in light of ¢h= six criteria.

Organization and Implementation of - Pubiic Relations
Committee. A Public Relations comaittee has been
established to work in highlighting the Career Laddez
Activities with our parents, interested parti:x,

and Legislators. The committee will work with

the PTA and School Community Group to shere progress
as well as conduct curricular grade level meetings

to discuss goals and plans.

{rd-Party Evaluation. Arringements have been

o .de working with s e . of Program Evsluation
to con. - a third-par:y evaluation in the Spring.
Did Jt¢ <=ally work?
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APPENDIX 5-5

PILOT ELEMTARY SCHOOL CAREER LADDER DEVE; OPMENT
QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

Please take a few moments to complete the folleving form. The information
will be used to determine those ceaching characteristics that you feel

to be of top lmpor<ance. The most ir~»-ant criteria should receive

a number ''l", the next most importan: : :umber "2" and so on.

Enhances the development of the child's positive self-image
anc sstaea. (Validation of a person's competencies)

Adapts teaching style to individual needs ang ieamming styles.
Creates an exciting, motivating lecrning environment.
Provides a strong home/school communication network.

Exhibits peres.ial characteristics and qualities condicive

to helping children learn. (e.g. fair, sensitive, caring,
enthusiastic, nurturing)

Estahlishes an effective Parent Volunteer Program.
Escablishes a fair, firm and positive discipline policy.

Sets clearly defined goals and objectives.

Demonstrates skiil in classroom organization and management.
(e.g. excellent record-keeping systeus, planning skills)

Provi.des a variety of teaching methodologies that encourage
a high degree of learuing.

Assesses individual student and greup performance and
comrinicates high expectations in coni:rring with szudents.

Establishes cooperation and sharirg between tear colleagues
and other faculty members.

Develops a strong reading, languaie arts and mathematics program.
Provides productive homewc:k assignments.

‘Emphasizes proolem-solving and higher level thinking skills
in instruction.

Updates professional skills through inservice training/classes
and professional readings.

Implezents new and innovative curricular programs.
Provides creative, meaningful work for students.

Enhances children's moral character traits. (e.g. honesty,
kindness, sense of responsibility, respect for others)

E[{l « Encourages artistic expression through art, music and creatie activities
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APPENDIX 5-6

PILOT SCHOOLS CAREER LADDER QUESTIONNAIRE

SECTION I

Below are listed statements about your school's career ladder program.
Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement
by writing a number from the following scale in front of the statement.

1=Strongly 2=Somewhat 3=Nautral 4=Somewhat 5=Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
1. The Career Ladcer Pilot Program is very effective in en-
couraging and rewarding good teaching.
2. The : Career Ladder Pilot Program discourages teachers from
warking together,
3. I feel teaching is more rewarding because -~ the Career Ladder
Program.

4, Career Ladder monies have not provided ac' “tioral incentives
to do an excellent teaching job.

5. Almost all my negative feelings generated by the Career
Ladder Pilot Program have gone away by now.

6. The Career Ladder Pilot Program has hurt the relationship
between teachers and principals.

7. The Career Ladder Pilot Program gives recognition and
money to good teachers who deserve it.

8. I am paying too much attention to things that will not have any
benefits for students be-ause of the Career Ladder Pilof.
Project.

9. [ feal my tesching team “as been anhanced hecause of
Carrar Ladder Pilot Prugram.

10. Not enough money is provided to adequately fund tre Career Ladder
Program.

1. _ Our Career Ladder Pilot Program encourages educational
improvements.

12. .My classroom instruction has improved because of the
Carear Ladder Pilot Program.

13. [ am recognized for teh guod work I already do.

14, [ feel that all teachers having the opportunity to be eligible
for Career Ladder Pilc'. Program monies, was fair and
reasonabie.
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15. The process (Needs Assessment) for selecting evaluative criteria
(Six criteria) was fair and reasonable.

16. The process for selecting activities to meet evaluative criteria
was fair and reasonable.

17, The nrocess for selecting "data" sources to meet evaluative
criteria was fair and reasonable.

18. The erdorsement committ- 'z review was a fair and reasonable process.

19. The mid-term evaluation conference with the principal was valuable.

20. The method of determining whether or not criteria have been
met is fair and reasonable.

21. If Caroer Ladder Programs conti~ue, then continue the
Career Ladder Pilot Program as it now exists.

22. If Career Ladder Programs continue, then continue our school
program, but only with major changes.

23. [f Career Ladder Programs continue, thc:. terminate our school's
program.
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SECTION II.

1. At the beginning of the 1984-85 school year, how many years of continuous
service did you have in the District?

years
2. What is your positions in the school?

Full-time teacher

Full-time counselor, media coordinator, or other non-
classroom certificated position.

Part-time teacher/part-time counselor, media coordinator,
etc., but working full time in one schoonl.

Part-time teacher

Part-time counselor, media coordinator, etc.

Full-time special program teacher

Part-time special program teacher

Jinnl

3. What is your sex?

female
male

4. What do you feel is the most positive aspect of your school's career
ladder plan?

5. What do you feel is the most negative aspect of your school‘s car<er
ladder pl=n?

- ——— - (ot

6. What suggestion(s) do you have to ‘mprove your schocl's plan?
(Use back if necessary’




APPENDIX 5-7

PTHOT MIDDLE SCHCOL CAREER LADDER PLAN

PILOT PROGRAM

Middle School Merit Pay Pilot Program has been developed by a
school steering committee in concert with the total school professional staff,
The steering committee is composed of:

Each steering committee member was assigned *o represent and meet with the
other staff mambers. Steering committee members :ave had several small group
meetings, with the staff members they represent, to receive input and suggestions.
All sta€f members werec included in a group.

Merit -.:ards for the program will be granted on the basis of units earned.
The total units possible are:

I  School Goals 19
IT  Teacher Evalnation 39
IIT  Individu: "esa Goals 60
Totai 100
There are 39 staff members whc ¢ slify for merit awards. If all staff

members received 100 points there wouid 3900 units earned. There is approximately
$40,000.00 tc be paid in merit awards. The approximate value of each unit would be
$10.25. Finel unit value will be determined at the end of the pilot study. It is
our intention to expend all moneys allotted for this project.

Ne propose to pay the awards in the following manner; $200.00 to al} participents
on the November 25, 1984 payroll check and them the remginder on the June 25, 1935
payroll check.

Applications for participation in this program must be submitted b.fore Ocotber
9, 1984. No one will be forced to participate.
I SCHOOL GOALS

A. School Discipline $ units
B. Scholastic Progress 5 units

It is our feeling that par: of the pilot program should involve the total staff
working toward common goals. 35chool discipline improvement will be determined by

the administrators at the quarterly teacher evaluation, and s11 staff members will

receive the same number of units. Scholastic progress will be determined by progress
on the three tested areas according to the printed table.
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I1  STANDARD EVALUATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE

30 Units
The standard vval=sarior of teacher performance will be completed for each
teacher twice caeh quavter {once . and once by .
during the 2. :. .:d stk quarters. Each of the six evaluations that will be
averaged sciia’ U T " scale vere; 0 = Not adequate, 1 = Satisfactory,
2 = Very good. % » 3u.- o A overzll average for 211 six evaluations will
be determined. Unit: wi' be awardeg o» the following dasis:
Averagc Units
3.0 30
2.9 29
2.8 28
2.0 20
1. 19

Teachers will meet with the administration each quarter to discuss their
evaluations. If the teacher does not agree with the evaluation he/she can request
another evaluation for that quarter. At the beginning of each quarter, each
participating teacher will fill in the class and classload portion of the
evaluation form and turn it into the administration.

ITT  INDIVIDUAL AND/OR TEAM GOALS

Staff members may choose not tu participate in area III. The maximum units
availabe, excluding area III, are 40.

">r those staff members who participate, goals and goal umit values will be
determined during an initial interview between the teacher and the school adminis-
tration. If necessary, goals can be modified at the quarterly evaluation meeting.
A final evaluation will be concucted at the conclusion to determine if the goals
have been met and to determine final uni: value.
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A. School Discipline

In order to improve school discipline end worale, teachers will responsibly
fulfill their hall duty end activity supervision assigneents. During their
Quarterly interview with the admninistration, teachers will express their
feelings of satisfaction and/or dissatisfrction about classroom control and
the atmosphere around the school.

B. Scholastic Progress

(very temtative)

Studen.ts vill te pretsasted in math, Teading and language arts and s school
average will be cslculated in each of the threc areas. Students will then be
posttested in late April to again obtain an average in each of the three areas.

¥e are still searching for a test to uge in our program. We have decided not
to use the Zowa Test information. Units will be assessed on the basis of the
following table.

3 months increase - 1 unit

4 wonths increase - 2 units
5 months increase - 3 units
6 months increase - 4 units
7 months increase - § units

All teachers will be responsible t> reinforce the use of correct reading.
language arts and math skills in their individual classes.
It is recognized that high cless loads hsve a negative impact on teacher
effectiveness in discipline and schola:tic areas, and the high class loads at
Middle School will have an effect on progress in these sreas.
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I1 STANDARD EVALUATION OF TEACHER PERFORMANCE

Teacher's Name

Class Schedule

Periods '

1 ¢ 3 4 5 6
Class T
Class Load .
Teacher's: Majg» o Minor
Date of otri=wvation: Period
Conferer« yite
Comments:

Is school discipline better?  Yes[_ No[ 1

Teacher Signature

)
A[{I(jaﬁ1nistrator dignature
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111 INDIVIGUAL AND/OR TEAM GALS

ection 1s to be comnle™sd b chose teachers who have included Area IIT in their aoplication:
THOSE GAOLS WHICH WILL vz A TEAM EFFORT) Units carnot eoual more than §0.

DUAL AND/OR TEAM GOAL STATEMENTS | SLBJECT | EVALUATIVE CRITERIA PROPOSEN | ACTUAL | DATE GOAL IS TO
_ AREA UNITS UNITS | BE COMPLETED
[
i
INITIAL APPROVAL FINAL APPROVAL
Date
LSignature Teacher Signature
ﬁtive Approval . Administrative Approval 286
. e L i s s prasy w grafie’ pegimysyprey |




(R}

(B)

()

(D)

(E)

APPENDIX 5-8

PILOT MIDDLE SCHOOL EVALUATION FORM

Dot 2 CTIONAL SKILLS

Demonstrates knowledge of subject.
Implements effective instructiunal techniques.
Uses materials effectively.

Shows evidence of preparation and utiiization of
planning.

Is responsive tc instructional needs, learning
styles, attitudes and talents of students.

ORGANIZATION AND MANAGENEHT

1.

N Oe WY

Adheres ¢~ . ‘aplisned grading and attendance
policy.

Manages time effectiveiy.

Keeps accurate school records.

Maintains effective school class cortrol.

Shuws proper care of the classroom and eouiwment.
Maintains appropriate Yeariing environmer.t.

Provides adequate lesson plans for substitiutes
er is not absent.

RELATIONSHIP WITH STUDENTS

1.
2.
3.

Shows respect for students as individuals.
Maintains respectful atmosphere in the classroor

Exhibits consistency and fairness when dealing
with students.

PROFESSIONAL ATTITUDES

1.
2.

3.
4.

s'

Woris effectively with other staff members.

Communicates responsibly and r-: ~ oAy
with parents.

#Maintains protessional relatic: .z vzl students.

Assumes respors’ f1ity for additional sthool
lssignmen‘s,

Observes contract hours.

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

b ]
e

2.

Exhibits self control.
Maintains aobropriate personal appearance.
Sub total
2 8 "3 Totas

Averagae

5$' ~
<
IS
"y S &,
<
@ &)
b )
&/ S b ¥
X1Xj0]1i2]3
i
T
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|
4
i
1
:
|
|
L
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APPENDIX 5-9

PILOT MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Pilot Schoo] Questionraire

Section I.

1. Below are listed statements about your school's career ladder program.

Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement
by writing a number from the following scaTe 3n front of the statement.

I=strong 2=somewhat *=neutral 4=somewhat 5=strongly

agree agree disagree disagree

1. The school le-el career ladder program is very effective in
encouraging and rewarding good teaching.

2. The school level career ladder program discourages teachers
from working together.

3. The Career Ladde: program has helped the relationship between
teachers and principals.

4. I have no idea what the career ladder teachers are deing in
my school for the extra money they are receiving.

5. — I feel teaching is more rewarding because of the Carea:
Ladder Progra.a,

6. Almost all of the neg *ive feelings generated by the Career
Ladder Program have gce away by now.

7. The Career Ladder program has hurt the relationship between
teacher and principals,

8. The Career Ladder program gives recognition and money to good
teachers who deserve it.

9. Teachers are paying more attention to things that will not
have any benefits for students because of the Career Lader
program,

10. llot enough money is provided to adequately fun~ the Career
Ladder Program.

11. I am seriously thinking about leaving teaching altogether
because of the Career Ladder program.

12. Our school level career ladder proqram encourages educational
improvements.

13. My classroom instruction has improved because of the Career

Ladder Program.
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14, Continue our school's program as it now exists,
15, Continue our school's program, but only with major changes.

16. Terminate our school's program. It cannot be rehabilitated.

Section II.

1. At the beginning of the 1984-85 school year, how many years of continuou
service did you have in the district.

years

2. What is your position in the school?
Full-time teacher

Full-time counselor, media coordinator, or other non-classroom
certificated position

Part-time teacher/part-time counselor, media coordinators,
etc., but working full-time in one school.

Part-time teacher
Part-time counselor, media coordinator, etc.
3. What is your sex?
____Male
___ Female

4. \Uhat do you feel is the most positive aspect of your school's career
ladder plan?

5. Uhat do you feel is the most negative aspect of your school's career
ladder plan?

6. lhat suggestion(s) dc you have to improve your school's plan? (Use
the back if necessary).
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)istrict Salar
;Te] Fpprentice
ywisional Teacher,
y three years,

rs new to

| District

LEVEL THREE (District

CAREER LADDER
High School Pilot Program

4

alary dchedule
Career Ladder)
-appropriate certification
-satisfactory evaluation,
removed from Level One or
Two
-meets department
evaluation criteria
-meets evaluation point
score of at least "3"
-willing to serve on an

LEVEL FOUR (District Salary
Schedule & Career Ladder

\

-appropriate cortification
-B+45 or education
equivalency

-5 years teaching experience

-5 preceeding years
satisfactory evaluations
(consecutive)

-meets department criteria

-past years' accomp!ishments

-meets evalvation point
score of at least "4"

-willing to evaluate other
teachers

-willing to accept student

teachers
-meets criteria for Leval 3

evaluation committee \\\\\

{ Sulary
Schedule & Career Ladder)
-appropriate certification
-B+60 or Masters or

education equivalency
-10 years teaching
experience
-10 preceeding years
satisfactory evaluations
(consecutive)
-wi1lingness to serve as

a mentor to other teachers
-meets evaluation point
score of at least "4"
-willing in evaluate other
teachers
-will accept leadership
responsibilities as
assigned
-wiiling to accept

student teachers
-meets criteria for Level 4

/

Level 4 and 5 may apply for additional money

for summer curriculum development to be pro-
vided by School District (11 month contract)

LEVEL TWO (District Salary
) Schedule) Nonparticipating

and probationary teachers

om of § years or termination
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Pay Schedule

1. Time sheets submitted for pay

a. November 26-30
b. April 22-26

2. Level III teachers receivé x dollars
Levai IV teachers receive 2x dollars
Level V teachers receive 2.5x dollars

3. Money allocation at each leval will be determined by taking the total
dollar allotted less program development funds according to the following
formula:

Total dollars - Program Development

< i Wi

P = People
W = Weighted Variable

(Math Dept. Chairman will gladly explain. The formula has been worked
into a computer program).




APPENDIX 5-11

PILOT HIGH SCHOOL EVALUATION FORMS

Career Ladder Evaluation Form
Departmental

The purpose of this form is to provide 4 basis for evaluating teachers subsequent
to placement on the career ladder.

Evaluation, when completed, will be summarized and an overall score given. This
score alonig with the administrative and other scores will be compiled to determine
the career ladder placement. ‘

Teacher Class Period Date

Areas of Evaluation

Low 1 2 3 4 5 High
1. Instructional Skills L 1 | ] 1
2. Daily Preparation | | | | N
3. Uses Variaty of Materials | | ] | ]
4. Uses Variety of Teaching Methods L | ] l )
5. Uses Time Efficiently | .17 | ] | !
6. Materials Well Organized 1 ] 1 1 1
7. Gives Clear Instructions | | | 1 1
8. Tests and Evaluates Fairly L L 1 ] 1
9. Relationship with Others | 1 | 1 |
Summary Paragraph:
Low 1 2 3 4 5 High
Overall Evaluation ] 1 | 1| 1
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Career Ladder Evaiuation Form - Administration

The purpose of this form is to provide a basis for evaluating teachers subsequent to place-

ment on the career ladder.

Evaluations, when complete, will be summarized and an overall score given.

This score along

with the department and other score(s) will be compiled to determine career ladder placement.

TEACHER CLASS PERIOD DATE

CRITERIA AND COMMENTS

I. INSTRUCTIONAL SKILLS: I J
-

foe N
.
P L)

— v

Daily Planning
Instructional Objectives
Variety of Instruction
Meeting Individual Needs

II. CLASSROOM ORGANIZATION & MANAGEMENT: || |

Use of Class Time
Control of Students
Care of Classroom
Learning Environment

'I1. RELATIONSHIPS WITH STUDENTS/OTHERS: l i l

1

_

Respect
Tolerance
Understanding
Cooperates

IV. PROFESSIONAL GROWTH AND ATTITUDES: 1 | |

fotae.

—un

Instructional Innovations
Keeping Current in Teacher Area

¥. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS: | } |

|

Communication Skills’
Poise

Self-Control

Personal Appearance

Overall Evaluation | { . |

e
o
=
-

o

(not an average score) )

(copy Received

.RJ}:‘Observer's‘Signature
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~Teachers Signature



FOLLOWING ARE AREAS OF EVALUATION THAT YOU, AS A PERSON OUTSIDE OF THE DEPARTMENT, MAY
FORTABLE IN EVALUATING, IF YOU DO NOT FEEL YOU CAN DO ALL OF THESE, IT IS NOT REQUIRED.
£ ON THE RIGHT IS JUST A TOOL TO HELP YOU GIVE AN OVERALL EVALUATION. YOUR OVERALL EVALU-

LL BE SHOWN ON THE SCALE FOLLOWING YOUR SUMMARY PARAGRAPH.

L4

VALUATION: LON } 2 3 4 5 HIGH
es clear instruction { ] 1 l )
ponds to studert questions L i | | 1
tolerant and non-judgmental L l i 1 |
mulates students interest L | 1 \ !
ntains effective contro} in classroom t I ] 1 ]
Is effectively with behavior problems 1 | N | I |
ps students on task l | 1 ] | ]
ns confidence and respect of pupils L i 1 | i
d personal appearance L | 1 i J
husiasm for teaching l | ] | }

RAGRAPH:  (Briefly summarize your evaluation. Feel free to comment about'any of the above areas or any
other observation made while evaluating.)
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AFEENDIX  S-132
SUBURBAN DISTRICT FILOT HIGH SCHOOL GUESTIONNAIRE

Below are listed some possible goals for the High School
Career pLaader Fropram. For eacn goal pive three ratinos:

#* Do vou pelieve this is actually an intended acal
the program?

* How aopropriate 1s this as a gcal for the pragram?
* How well has the goal been achieved by the wrogram?

Use the following scale to rate the goals in :he three areas by
writing three numbers in front of each geoal:

1= Strongly Z=Somewhat 3= Neutral 4= Somewhat S= Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

GOAL INTENDED APFROFRIATE ACHIEVED

Recogrnize and reward teact.ers
for superior performance in
the classrconm. - 3. ___

fPay teachers for extra work
tney are already doing cutside
of regular hours. 4, S. ___ 6. ___

Initiate new work to address
high priority issues in the
schocels, Te ___ 8. __ 9. ___

Encourape cooperation and

sharing between teachers by

designating some as level

3, 4, or S. 1a. 1. 12,

Provide additional funding for
education to make up for
inadequate levels of combensation. 18, 14, 15. ___

Substitute Tor a regular pay
raise in teacher’s salaries. 16. 17. 18. __

Fraovide aaditional time for
planning instruction, grading ana
preparing stuagent records. 19. 2. __ 21.




Below are listed ztatements about the High School Career Ladder
Frogram. Indicate the acegree to which you agree Or agisagree with
each statement by writino a number from the fcllowing scale in
front of the statement.

= Stronnly &= Somewhat 3= Neutral 4= Scmewhat S= Straonoglyv
Agree Aoree Disapree Disaoree

22. ___ The Career tLadder frooram 1s very effective in encouraging
anc rewarding good teachaing.

23. ___ fFrom a career ladder operspective extra work for extra oav
1s & very bad idea.

24.___ The process for assigning career ladder levels was very
fair.
25. _ The career ladder program discourages teachers from

working togethner.

26.___ The three additional contract days were the best part of
the career ladder program.

27.___ 1 feel very confused about the criteria my committee used
for determining my career ladder level.

£€8. ___ The career ladder orogram has helped the relaticnship
between teachers and principals.

29.___ The peer evaluation orccess was extremely upsetting or

affensive to me.

30. Only classroom teachers should be eligible for career

ladder levels.

31. - The peer evaluation process has seriously hurt teamwork

among teachers.

32.___ I feel teaching is more rewarding because of the career
ladder program.

33. Almost all of the riegative feelings generated Ly the

career ladder program have gone away by now.

34.___ The career ladder program has hurt the relationship
betweer teachers and principals.

35.___ The career ladder program is a fad that will Quickly pass.

36. The career ladder program gives recognition and money to

good teachers who deserve it..

37.___ Teachers are being more meticulous and careful in
everything they do because of the career ladder program.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

28. ___ Teachers ai‘e pDayirg more attenticsn to thirngs that wiil rot
nave any berefits for students because of the career ladder
progran.

39.___ Not erough money 1s orovided to adeauately fura the career
ladaer orogran.

40. Level five teachers have peen effective in sharing

the berefits of what they are doing with other teacners.

4i.___ I am seriously thinking about leaving teaching altogether

—— -

because of the career ladder program.

42.___ The career ladder program encourages educaticnal
impravements.,
43. ___ My classrcom instruction nas improved because of the

career laagder orogram.

44. ___ The peer evaluation process is an effective program to
help teachers improve and upgrade the teaching profession.

43. ___ The peer evaluation committee ake—up was not an
appropriate committee to acequately assess my teaching skills or
perfaormance.

46. ___ Feer committees are not adequately trained to evaluate the
teaching process.

47. ___ The peer evaluation process will not pe able to adequately
improve education because of teachers’® unwillingness to be honest
with one ancothner.

48. ___ The peer evaluation process with its accombpanying
committee assignment is superior to the evaluation previously
performed by the principal.

43. ___ The peer evaluation process should be continued ever if
the career ladder program goes by the wayside.
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5.

APPENDIX 3-!
RURAL DISTRICT CAREER LADDER PLAN
CAREER LADDER PLAN

Identifying Information

a. School District
b. Submitted May 106, 1984
C. - Agency Contact Person

Descriptive, qualifications, and general job descriptions are described
in the attached Ladder.

Teaching personnel will be Career Ladder participants in accordance
with standard nine.

Several meetings were held over the past several months involving the
Career Ladder Steering Committee. The Committee was composed of three
patrons appointed by the Board of Bducation, a teacher selected
from each of the three schools by the building teachers, and three
administrators appointed by the superintendent.

Teacher representatives reviewed the Ladder with the building staffs as
it was being developed. They received comments and expressed those during
committee meetings,

The total proposed padder was presented to the Board and public during
the April Board Meeting.

The total proposed Ladder was discussed in an open meeting with the total
staff in April.

At the May , 1984, open meeting of the County Board of Exlucation,
the Ladder was once again discussed with patrons and teachers. Input
was receijived.

The proposed Ladder was adopted by the Board on May , 1984,
It is an attempt to encourage leadership in instruction and curriculum.

Applications will be required to identify skills, abilities, education,
etc. Evaluation will be a composite program determined by the Career
Committee and applicant, utilizing components as listed in the Ladder.

This information is contained in the Ladder.

Budget as set by the State is $63,00@. An approximate maximum of §3¢,000
will be used for extended days for all teachers who app.y. The extended
days will allow planning and evaluation, freeing normal school days to be
better utilized for instruction.

All participants, stzff members, administrators, board members, and
parents will be given continued opportunity for input and evaluation
throughout the program. Additionally, a yearly appraisal involving a
written evaluation form and a general open meeting will be part of the
evaluation of the program.
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COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

TEACHER COMPENSATION AND CAREER LADDEK

LEVEL 1

Qualifications
-Bachelor Degree
~Certification
-gndorsament
-Probationary Status

i

1

Qualitications

or 3 years success-
ful tsaching experi-
ence,

- lor Degree
=Certification

-Endorsement
-Recomnendation for
continued employment,

11

Qualifications
-2 or 3 years success-

ful teaching
expsrience.
-Bachelor Degree
~Certification
-Endorsement
-Recommendation for
continued employment.
-Successful Applica-
tion.

;

301

Teacher

Responsibilit

-Become familiar and
proficient in school
district curriculym

and teaching model.
-Mditional S to 9 days
required. Prior to school
& between terms.
-Classrcom teaching,

rior Performmance
Determined any or all

of the following:
-Application

-Student Achievement
-Student, Administration,
Faculty Evaluation.
~Other documented
achievement,

Responsibility
Classroom Teaching

rior Performance
Determi any or all

of the following:
~Application

=-Student Achievement,
-Student, Administrat _on
Faculty Evaluation,
-Other documented achieve-
ment,

Res ibili
Classroam teaching
Extended ibilit

Career ladder options in
one or more of the follow-
ing areas:

~Curriculum Development
-Inservice Training
-General Needs, e.g.,
summer school, remedial,
gifted, specialized
areas, vocationasl areas
gifted & talented, adult
ed. programs, innovative
programs, additional
student load, teacher
facilitation, e‘c.

End of term additional
days.

Superior Perfomance
Determined by any or all
following:
-Application
-Student achievement
-Student, Administration,
Faculty Bvaluation
=Other documented
achievement

tion
~Current salary scale
-Paid additional days \

\”)'
e
:'\" \;
56X i
$400 to $806
Additional
'l
i
/
sation &

=Current salary scale

$500 to §2,000
Additional

sation
-Current salary scale

$850 to 3,000
Additional or per
diem.

$500 to $2000
Additional



LEVEL 1V

gualifications Responsibility Campensation

-4 years experience ~Classroom Teaching - at ~Current salary scale
including at lecast least 85% of time to o

1 year on Levci 1 involved 1n actual class-

or III* room experience, teaching,

-Advanced deoree, 45 directing, or assisting

hours of apprcpriate students.

credit or demonstrated

equivalent.
-Personal growth Extended Responsibility: $854 to $3,008
=-Successful Applica- ~Teacher Facilitation Additional or per
tion. Requirements: 3-8 hrs diem.
-Exemplary Teaching. additional time per week

An additional week prior
to & after school. Observe
& conference with person
assigned daily or weekly.
Assist & organize new
teachers, aides or
volunteers.

-Instructional Improve-
ment.

Requirements: 3-8 hrs
Additional time per week
and/or additional time
during summer in
observing, devel.-:ing,
facilitating, implement-
ing & demonstrating
instructional improve-
ment to increase teacher
skill & effectiveness, and
or aide or volunteer skilis.

~Curriculum Development &
Improvenent
Requiremcats:

Additic»=1 3-8 hrs. per
week anc ‘or extended summer
work on curriculum con-
tinuun committees to
evaluate, coordinate &
train other staff
members in utilization
of curriculum develop-
ment.

~School Learning Enhancement
Requirements: This will
depend on educational
situation & needs.
Examples of areas con-
sicered could be:
Assuming responsibility
for larger class loads,
community service, coor-
dinating volunteers,
tutoring, etc. Additional

time evpected.

Superior Performance $509 to $2,000
Determined by any or all Additional

of the following:

-Application

-Student achievement
-Student, Administration,
& Faculty evaluation
-0ther documented achicve-

ment
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LEVEL v

Qualifications Responsibility Campensat ion
-4 years experience ~Classroam Teaching ~current salary scale
with at least one at least 85% of time to

year on Level II or be involved in actual

111.* classroom experience,

-Advanced degree, 45 preparation, teaching,

hours of applicable directing or assisting

credit, or damon- students.

strated equivalent.

-Personal Growth Extended Aesponsibility $2,500 to $5,000
-Successful Application -Leadership role of Level Additional or per

-Examplary Teaching IV programs. diem.
-Indepth instructional
commi tment as needed by
children and/or educa-
tional system e.gq.,
assisting teacher
facilitators help
teachers through observ-
ation, staff development
and generating materiuls.

Superior Performances $5¢¢ to $2,000
determined by any or all Additional

of the following:

-Application

=-Student Achievement

-Student, Administration,

Faculty Evaluation,

=0Other documented

achievament.

Campensation Note: Money amounts may be changed to percents dependent

upon the availability of funds as determined by the Board. Applicants will
receive funding information prior to accepting career ladder placement. e
Payment schedule will be monthly or by lump sum--one or two payments, v T

*Buring the 1984-85 school year the one vear at Level II or III requirement
may be waived to allow access to Level IV and V by competent staff me;ngers.

1 e
o R AR
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EVALUATION AND CONTINUATION PROCEDURE

Career ladder teachers are exemplary educators. 3ecause of that fact,
their talents and work will be observed by many. Parents, comrunity,
educators and education students will be invited to view their work. In
that light, evaluation will be a continuous process. A comprehensive
formal evaluation will be required at least once a year for the first
three years ot each step. Thereafter, a comprehensive evaluation will be
required every three years.

Career ladder teachers may remain at their level for an agreed period
contingent upon satisfactory evaluations, program needs and funding.

Evaluation Criteria

The career ladder program with its evaluation criteria is and will be
a process of continuing appraisal and improvement. To expect a completely
adequate system to be dev-oped in & two to three month period is to expect
unrealistjcally. Therefore, it is the - County Schocl District Career
Ladder Steering Camittee's goal to design a solid foundation from which to
build. That foundation contains the following:

1. Job-Description
Evaluation will be determined by a comparison of anticipated or
predetermined and agreed upon standards, stated or implied, in the job
description through the following ways:

(1) Internal or self-evaluation
{2) External evaluvations which shall include:
~-Administration
-Individuals directly affected by the applicant viz., students,
faculty.
(3) External evaluation options may include any or all of the
following agreed upon:
-Peer
-Team
=Outside professional
-Parents or community mamber
(4) Other information presented by the teacher, administration, or
others as agreed upon.

2. Content and %ligx
The content and quality of that content, are critical to the positive

growth of students. It is also a crucial consideration in committees
and leadership responsibilities.

(1) Quality content should be:
=-Appropriate
=-Accurate
=Current
~Comprehensive

(2) It will be evaluated by comparison with the foliowing:
-District curriculum requirements and recommendations

-State curriculum requirements and recommendations,
=Current needs.

=Other applicable data as agreed upon.
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3. Quantity
In the growth of students and staff members, the amount of learning or

accompl ishment 1S of significant importance. An affective teacher or

leader must be able to demonstrate quantitative as well as qualitative

results.

(1) Quantity as it relates to students is the demonstration of
achievement determined by applicable measurement, may include:
-Baseline skill acquisition as appropriate and in relation to the
student's historical achievement and projected expectations.
Criterion referenced tests as appropriate and in relation to the
student's historical achievement and projected expectations.
-standardized tests as appropriate and in relation to the
student's historical achievement and projected expectations.
-other demonstrations of achievement i.e., competition, awards,
honors, etc. '

(2) Quantity as it relates to axtended responsibilities in the
demonstration of accomplishment is determined by:
~Camparison of pre-determined goals with end results.

4. Professionality
Professionality is maintaining the stanGard expected of a professional
educator. It is observable in the appropriate use of the skills and

tools of the profession and the continual effort to improve and learn.
(1) Professionality as it relates to instruction is observable in:
-The use of reliable appraisals of students needs.
-The use of appropriate approaches to meet the needs of individual
students.
-The use of effective instructional models or systems.
-The use of appropriate test construction.
-The use of tests that are appropriate to the instructional style
and learner ability.
-The use of grading that accurately reflects testing, achievement,
participation, etc.
-Use cf appropriate motivational techniques.

(2) Professionaiity as it relates to extended responsibility is
observable in:
-The use of reliable and appropriate approuches, methods and
evaluations.

(3) Professionality as it relates to self improvement is observed by
learning improvement efforts, i.e., workshops, schooling,
self-improvement projects.

(4) Professionality is dotermined by:
~Examination of materials actually used.
-Observation by administators, peers, outside professiona.s or
others as agreed upon.
-Evidence and/or documents.
-Student evaluation.

5. Ethicality

Ethicality is a measurement of fairness, honesty and humanism.

(1) It is observable in relations with:
-Students
-Peers and staff personnel
-School and district

" =Parents

~Cammunity and others outside the educationsl setting.

(2) It is observable in:
-Fairness in the treatment of students and others.
-\bsence of favoritism, derogatory or belittling comments,
deception or trickery.
=Straight forward open commnication
~Clearly defined expectations
-Honesty
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(3) Bthicality is determined by observations and evaluation by:
-Self
-Administrators or supervisors
=-Students

(4) Ethicality may be determined by observations and evaluations by:
-Peers
-Outside professionals
-Parents or community members
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SELECTION PROCESS

Application Procedure

Individuals wishing to be placed on the carwer ladder at any level
must do so by written application. That apglication must conform to the
accepted or proposed job description and include supporting materials. An
interview may be required.

Ladder-Cammi ttee _ ~
A committee composed of one central office administrator, one I
principal, two community patron and one teacher from each school will e

teview each applicant. They will recommend to the superintendent, carecr  *<
ladder placement.

Appeal Procedure
All applicants have the right to appeal career ladder decisions.
That process will include the following steps:

1. The appral must be made in writing to the designated central
office administrator,

2. It must be tendered within 10 working days of the applicants
notification of the committee's decision.

3. It must state the career laider level and/or sition requested.
4. 1t must state reasons for the appeal.

5. It must make a recommendation as to che applicant's preferred
solution.

After receiving the appeal information, the central office agministrator
(hearing officer), will interview the applicant to discuss stated concerns.
He shall make one of two decisinns: uphold the comnittee's recomnendation oc
request reevaluation of the applicant. Should a reevaluation recommendation
be made, the heazing officer will be raquired to submit to the committee,
either in writing or in person, reasons for reconsideration. Should the
hearing officer uphold the committee's recommendation, the applicant may
appeal to the Morgan School Board Appeal Committee, This committee, com-
posed of three board mambers, shall review all pertinent information. A
personal interview may be required, The applicant has a right to address
the board committee if desires. The board committee shall determine to
uphold the career ladder committee's decision or instruct the career ladder
committee to reconsider the application. The board committee directive will
be the final step in the appeal process; their decision will be final.

Career Ladder Comittee
The Career Ladder Committee shall be composed of:

~—One central office administrator appointed by th2 superintendent

—One principal apppointed by the superintendent to serve for 1 year. Tnis
position will be rotated tnrough all principals.

—=Tw) comm.nity patrons appointed by the Board of Educatison td serve
a two year term.

--One teacher from cach school determined by the vote of teachers in tha*
school upon application to that position.

Staff committee members will receive career ladder designation and be
eligible to receive addjtional remuneration. The first appointments will
be for one, two, and chree Year :erms with all subsequent terms being three
years.
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COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
CAREER LADDER APPLICATION

GENERAL INFORMATION

Name Date
Building Grade/Subject

AREA OF CONSIDERATION (Check as appropriate)

Level I
Superior Performance
Level II
_ Superior Performance
Extended Days
Level 11

Superior performance
Extended Responsibility
Curriculum Development
—Inservice Tvaining
General Needs
(Indicate Specific Information and/or Program)

Level 1V

Superior Performance

Extended Responsibility

Teacher Facilitation

Instructional Improvement
Curriculum Development and Improvement
_._School Learning Enhancement
{Indicate Specific Information and/or program)

Level Vv
__Superior Performance
Extended Responsibility

Teacher Facilitator

Instructional Improvement

Curriculum Development and Improvement
School Learning Enhancement
Indepth Instructicnal Commitment
General Needs

(‘ndicate Specific Information and/or Program)

QUALIFICATIONS

Years of Experience: Other

Degree(s)

Certificates and Endorsaments

Signature

On an additional sneet(s), please provide the following:
l. specific experience as it relates to requested career ladder duties.
2. Specific education as it relates to requested career ladder duties.
3. Strengths in teaching skills, curziculum, leadership, working with

students, and dealing with adults.
4. Evaluation criteria and process you would accept for your evaluation.
S. Additional awards, situations, information, etc., that may be
o helpful in determining ladder placament.
ERIC 398
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